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Current 


Tae Duke of Camsrince and other distinguished guests will 
attend the dinner which the Incorporated Law Society are 
giving on Thursday, the 18th inst., to the solicitors and articled 
clerks who served in the late war in South Africa. We under- 
stand that the number of toasts to be proposed will be strictly 
limited. The occasion promises to be a very interesting one. 





A PRONOUNCEMENT by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society on the subject of solicitors’ robes will be found 
elsewhere. Opinions will differ as to whether it was required. 
The inquiries made by the Council shew that ia the majority of 
districts the question has been settled by the practitioners in the 
county courts, and we venture to think it ought, in all cases, 
to be determined by them. 





THE ANNUAL provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society at Liverpool next year promises to be unusually 
interesting and successful. It so happens that both the 
president of the society next year ‘Mr. Gray Hitt) and the 
Lord Mayor of Liverpool for the ensuing year (Mr. W. W. 
RutueRForD) are Liverpool solicitors ; and, as the president of 
the Liverpool Law Society stated in his address at the anaual 
meeting of the society, which we reported last week, the Lord 
Mayor has promised his help, and the society will spare no pains 
to give the visitors a good reception. 





A coRRFSPO\ DENT, writing to the 7imes of the 11th inst under the 
name “ Lincoy’s-INN,”’ calls atteution to the unsatisfactory wa, 
in which under the R. 8. CO. the Court of Appeal is required to d 
with questions of fact arising upon an appeal from the decision 
of a judge without a jury. The letter is suggested by the 
recent case of J. W. Green (Limited) v. Hill (Times, 28th 
ult.), where the Court of Appeal reversed the decision of 
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Bucsizy, J., upon the ground that he had not given 
sufficient weight to the evidence of certain witnesses. The 
functions of the Court of Appeal are, of course, radically 
differént according as there has or has not been a finding 
of a jury upon the facts. The only way of disturbing the 
verdict of a jury is to move for a new trial, and this will not be 
granted uniess the verdict was perverse. Thus the Court of 
Appeal is not, upon such an occasion, required minutely to sift 
the evidence and give a decision as to its effect. All that is 
necessary is that the court should ascertain whether there was 
such evidence that a jury might, without being simply 
unreasonable, give the verdict complained of. But with an 
appeal against the decision of a judge sitting without a jury the 
case is quite different. The appeal falls within the rule that 
‘* all appeals to the Court of Appeal shall be by way of rehear- 
ing,” and in theory the case is entirely open when it comes 
before the Court of Appeal. The correspondent of the Zimes 
points out that the rule is a survival of the old days when all 
evidence in the Court of Chancery was by affidavit— when, that 
is, the Court of Appeal had exactly the same materials 
before it as those on which the decision of the court 
of first instance was founded. But the introduction of vivé 
voce evidence has altered all this, and the Court of 
Appeal, in order to carry out properly the theory of a 
rehearing, cught to have the witnesses before it. This, of course, 
is not the practice, and the Court of Appeal attempts to deal 
with the difficulty by allowing special weight to the con- 
sideration that the judge of first instance had the advantage 
of actually seeing and hearing the witnesses. This, how- 
ever, means that the Court of Appeal is only inadequately 
supplied with the materials on which its decision ought to be 
founded. The suggestion of ‘‘ Lincotn’s-1nn ” is that it should be 
provided by statute or rule “‘ to the effect that the finding of the 
Judge on questions of fact in cases where he has seen and heard 
the witnesses in court should not be set aside on appeal, except 
in such cases and under such circumstances as would justify the 
court in setting aside the verdict of a jury.” With some 
hesitation we draw the obvious inference that the judgment of 
a judge on a question of fact is not to be set aside unless it 
is such as no reasonable man could give. We are accustomed 
to hearing of juries as perverse, but are the rules to enshrine 
the startling suggestion that a judge may be as perverse as a 
jury? To alter the present procedure, either this must be done, 
or the decision of the judge of first instance on a question of 
fact must be final. The latter is probably the better solution of 
the difficulty. 





In onpER to obtain satisfactory evidence of actual deception 
in what are called “ passing-off” actions, it has long been the 
custom to set traps or catch-orders. The practice, if employed 
with honest care, seems as legitimate as it is necessary. If a 
trader’s course of dealing is such as fairly to excite suspicions 
which carry their own penalty if ill-founded, he must expect to 
be watched as craftily as the fox near the poultry-farm. We 
venture, therefore, to think (with all respect) that in the recent 
case of Ripley v. Griffiths (19 Rep. Pat, Cas. 591) Fanwetu, J., 
went rather further than justice required in commenting 
unfavourably upon this practice. “If you want the court,” 
said his lordship ‘‘to rely upon the testimony of persons 
trapping, when they have completed their trap and have got 
the victim in it, the least they can do is to tell him that that is 
the occasion that they are going to give evidence about it in 
court, so that, then and there, he may be able to recall and 
recover his recollection of the circumstances and be ready to 
give his account in court, so that the court should not be asked 
to rely upon the testimony of the witnesses for the plaintiff on 
the ground that the defendant cannot possibly remember what 
took place.” In some ways this requirement seems fair ; but 
when it is remembered that, if this warning were offered, it 
would be extremely improbable that another act of passing- 
off would be obtained to corroborate the first, and when 
ove bears in miud the necessary delay in the trial, with 


ite attendant risks of death or other removal of any of the 
witnesses concerned, it seems just, on the balance of convenience, 
to let the trader run the risk. Cross-exarination at the trial is 
always necessary in such cases, and should be sufficient protection 





to the trader who is sued. More instances than one should, if 
possible, be brought against him, for there are obvious niceties 
about the “trap” which may or may not be valid in each 
particular case. As was said by Byrne, J., in another recent 
case of Carr § Sons v. Crisp § Co. (Limited) (19 Rep. Pat. Cas, 
497) this class of case ‘‘ depends substantially upon oral testimony 
only”; if trap-orders were not set, ‘iu some cases persons 
guilty of thi. conduct would escape scot free.” No doubt 
Farwett, J., in the case referred to did not expressly discounten- 
ance the practice in its entirety, but it seems that the strict con. 
dition which he imposes would destroy its efficacy. The question 
raises a nice point as to the preparation of evidence, and if only 


because of its importance and expensive consequences, is one | 


which requires to be definitely settled. 





A oRIMINAL TRIAL of most portentous length came to an end 
at the Old Bailey a few days ago. Rex v. Rogers and Others 
was a complicated case of conspiracy in dealing with trade bills, 
and, after occupying fifteen days, resulted in the acquittal of five 
out of the seven defendants. There were thirty counts in the 
indictment which was tried, and another indictment was held in 
reserve for the defendants. Although the proceedings were 
instituted by the Solicitor to the Treasury, the Recorder 
made some very “strong remarks as to the manner in 
which the case wasj conducted, and as to some of the circum- 
stances connected with its institution. He drew attention 
to the fact that these men had been arrested upon a warrant 
although they had for months been attending proceedings in 
their respective bankruptcies and there was really no good reason 
to suppose that they would fail to answer a summons; also to 
the fact that they were arrested on a Saturday evening, when 
they could not be brought before a magistrate till the Monday, 
and therefore had to remain in custody all Sunday. This mode 
of preceeding was undoubtedly a great bardship upon the 
defendants, especially upon those who in the end were acquitted, 
But it is the length of the trial which is the most remarkable 
feature. Now, sometimes a trial must necessarily run to 
a great length, and though this is always unfortunate, it is 
impossible to avoid it where a very large number of witnesses 
have to be examined on a simple issue. The Tichborne trial 
is the classical example of this. But in a case like Rex v. Rogers, 
where there are a number of issues and a number of defendants 
before a jury, and the evidence is largely documentary and 
exceedingly complicated, it is often almost impossible for the 
ordinary juryman to getaclear grasp of the facts. It is, of 
course, risky to give an opinion with regard to such a case 
unless the whole evidence has been considered; and 
probably no person, except those whose business it was 
to do so, has waded through the mass of evidence 
in this case. Nevertheless, it is almost certain that 
the case might have been broken up into simpler issues, or 
groups of issues, and in such form put before a jury, a part ata 
time. The jury then might have got some clear idea of the 
matter, and not have been overwhelmed by a torrent of evidence 
bearing on a great number of issues. It may safely be said that 
such a mass of evidence would be absolutely unintelligible to a 
jury without careful explanation by counsel. But there are no 
counsel to explain the various bearings and connections 
of the’ evidence to the grand jury, whose position with 
regard to such a case is not an enviable one. From sheer 
inability to understand the complications, the grand jury is 
almost driven to find a true bill, so as to pass on the responsi- 
bility to a body who can be assisted in arriving at a verdict by 
the judge and counsel. But this is eliminating the grand jury, 
and depriving accused persons of one of the chances of escape 
provided for them by the law. Of course, as the Attorney- 
General said in answer to a question in Parliament, it is 
impossible to lay down hard and fast rules as to the length of 
indictments, but it is to be hoped that the remarks of the 
Recorder will be considered carefully in the office of the Director 
of Public Prosecutiv-ns, and that they will bear good fruit. 





THE GENERAL principles of the law of defamation being the 
same in Scotland as in England, the case of Morrison v. Ritchie 
(4 Court of Session Oases, 5th series, 645), will be read with 
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more than ordinary interest. It was an action by husband and 
wife against the publishers and etors of a a 
recover damages for libel alleged to have been con in a 
birth notice published in the newspaper. The following had 
pean ages bene =e births in a certain i wee 
defendants’ paper: “At ———._ [giving the name a 
particular hotel] on the 11th, the wi = of — [giving a 
full description of the plaintiff, the husband] of twin sons.’’ 
There was no foundation whatever for this statement, no such 
event having taken place, and the plaintiffs had, in fact, been 
married little more than a month before the date of the notice. 
The answer of the defendants was that they published the notice 
in good faith and in the ordinary course of business, believing 
the statements in it te be genuine. In these circumstances 
there could be no - doubt that the statement was a 
eruel and malignant libel, but upon an application to 
settle the issues in the action, the defendants contended that 
they were not liable, and that the action ought to be dismissed, 
inasmuch as the notice which they had published was not 
libellous on the face of it, and its libeltous character only be- 
came apparent in the light of surrounding circumstances. They 
further contended that they had always been in the habit of 
taking what they considered sufficient ations to ensure 


. the genuineness of advertisements, and that ———_ be taken 


to have “‘ innocently ” disseminated the libel within the meania 
of Emmens v. Pottle (16 Q. B. D. 354). In that case, asis w 
known, @ newsvendor in the City of London, who had sold a 
newspaper containing what was all to bea libel on the 
plaintiff, escaped from liability on the ground that he had sold 
the newspaper in the ordinary course of business and without 
any knowledge of its contents. Ina case decided many years 
before it had been held that a porter who delivered a bundle 
containing a number of defamatory hand-bills, and who 
knew nothing of the contents of the bundle, had 
a good defence to an action for defamation. These cases 
were distinguished by the plaintiff on the ground thatin neither 
of them had the defendant had any hand in writing or printing 
the libel. A newsvendor cannot be taken to know, nor is it his 
duty to know, that the newspaper which he is selling contains 
libellous matter, But a newspaper publishiag a libel is in no: 
better position than the originator of the libel. The Court of 
Session decided that the action must proceed. They declined to 
draw any distinction in favour of the defendant between a state-. 
ment which was not on the face of it defamatory and one which, 
having regard to the circumstances, wasdefamatory. It might 
well be that in @ large advertising business like that of the 
defendants it was not practicable, consistently with profit and: 
dispatch, to make any further inquiry into the genuineness of 
advertisements than they were accustomed to make. It might 
be cheaper to run the risk of an action. But this was no reason 
why the plaintiff should be deprived-of his remedy. The jury 


at the trial might consider the precautions taken by the defend- | i 


ants in estimating the damages. We cannot doubt that a 
similar decision would have been given by an English court. 





Inpicrments against children are very seldom tried, and, 
therefore, the superior criminal courts have occasion te 
consider the presumptions of law as to the capacity: of infants, 
to commit felony. A somewhat interesting case, however, was 
tried recently at the Stafford Assizes. The prisoner, a boy of 
thirteen named Locktmy, was charged with manslaughter. e 
evidence showed that a number of Gare wore Cag day 
& bonfire hi oy had made out ppp mvc rubbish, rhe _ 

risoner deliberate t @ piece o in agai e 
— of a little girl “ae pte The child's. dress at once 
caught fire, and she was so badly burnt tliat shesoon afterwards 
died. Now, as to a child under the age of seven years, it is quite 
clear that there is an irrebuttable presumption of law that he is’ 
doli incapax, and no criminal proceedings can be taken against 
a Atos. the age of re berg until nema fourteen, the 

ant is still presumed to « incapax, but presumption 
may be rebutted, for malitia supplet atatem, To rebut 
the presumption, however, the ion must give clear 
and positive proof of a criminal mind in the child. In the words of 
Biacksrons, “ the evidence of that-malice, whieh is to supply age, | 





ought to be strong. and clear all doubt and contradic- 
tion.” There is a case on record of'a boy of eight having been 
convicted of arson and in the seventeenth century, 
evidence having been given he had considerable cunning 
and was actuated by revenge. It is hard to realize such an act 
of barbarism at the day as the hanging of a child, but 
the principle establi by these old cases remains. Hence it is 
not left to the defence to pr tet ane oa it is for the 
prosecution to give positive and strong evidence of the malice as 
an essential part of the case. This must be done by shewing that 
the youthful prisoner not only realized what the consequences of 
his act might be, buat also was influenced by some sinister 
motive, as violent animosity, revenge, or the desire of gain. In 
a case tried some eight or ten years ago at Liverpool, two mere 
children were rightly convicted of hter. They had 
inveigled a -dressed little boy to a lonely place, — 
him of most of his clothes, and then pushed him into a pond in 
which he was drowned. Here every element of malice was 
present, the deliberate planning of the robbery, the covetiag of 
the good clothes, and the desire to conceal their evil deed. In 
the recent case, however, the accused boy seems to have been 
actuated by nothing worse than childish mischief and boyish 
delight in frightening little girls. At any rate, the prosecution 
proved nothing more serious, and the prisonér was acquitted. 





Tue case of Doyle v. Jarrett, tried before Bucxnm, J., in 
London a few days ago, was a venturesome attempt to extend 
the liability for damage done by the negligence of third persons. 
The action was to recover damages for personal injuries caused 
by the negligent driving of the defendant or his servants. 
The plaintiff, while crossing the New Kent-road, was knocked 
down and ivjured by a horse and cart belonging to the 
defendant, a fruiterer at Wimbledon, which was on the wrong 
side of the road. But it appeared that the persons in charge of 
the cart were two lads who were not the servants of the 
defendant; the cart having been taken away on the day in 
—— as it stood outside a house and not recovered by the 

efendant till the following day. It seemed, therefore, that 
there was an end of the case. The owners of horses which have 
— from control have in some instances been held liable for 
ischief done by them, but it is a very different thing to hold 
that the owner is liable for injury done by the horse 
through the negligence of a who is wro in 
ion of the animal. But the plaintiff's counsel relied on 
Lynch v. Nurdin (1 Q. B. 29), where the defendant having left 
his horse and cart unattended in the street, a child climbed on 
to the back of the cart, and another boy made the horse move 
on, which caused the child to fall and be injured. It was held 
verted p me er for the injury to the child. 


It has been said i i 
fre. 


v. Vurdin has been dou 

if it be regarded as law, it was probably founded on the danger 
to young children which might be caused if such a mag 
cart and horse were to be left attheirdisposal. In Doyle v. Jarreté 
it might be said to be the natural consequence of leaving 
the cart unattended that eome trespasser should drive off with 
it, but the trespasser might bea good driver, and if he were 
not his negligence was not connected with the wrongful 
possession of the horse. The judge, as might have been 
expected, held that there was mo evidence to go to the jury, and 
gave judgment for the defendant. 
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Arrears of Interest on Mortgages. 


Tue interesting judgment of the Court of Appeal, delivered by 
Srreiine, L.J., in Re Lloyd (reported elsewhere), emphasizes the 
distinction in the right of a mortgagee of land to recover arrears 
of interest, according as he is himself instituting or only defending 
the proceedings in which the question arises. Section 42 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, ¢, 27) 
imposes a limitation of six years on the arrears of interest ‘in 
respect of any sum of money charged upon or payable out of 
avy land” which can be “ recovered by any distress, action or 
suit,” but it is silent as to any limitation when the mortgagee is 
not prosecuting his rights in any such manner, but is simply 
standing on the defensive and claiming to hold the property 
comprised in his mortgage until he is paid in full. At one time 
the force of this distinction was not perceived, and in Du Vigier 
v. Lee (2 Hare 326) and Sober v. Kemp (6 Hare 155) Wicram, 
V.C., was of opinion that in either case the mortgagee was 
restricted to six years’ arrears, ‘‘It has always appeared to 
me,”’ he said, in Sober v. Kemp, ‘‘that the terms on which a 
mortgagor or those claiming under him are entitled to redeem 
must be the same, whether they are to be ascertained in a suit 
for redemption or for foreclosure,” But this opinion omits to 
notice the fundamental point in section 42, that it applies only 
where the mortgagee is instituting proceedings. 

A method of assisting the mortgagee who was defendant in 
a redemption suit, which formerly found favour, was to enable 
him to supplement bis security against the land by his security 
on the covenant for payment. It was settled by Hunter v. Nockolds 
(1 Mac. & G. 640) that the statute 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, applied only 
to bar the remedy against the land, and that the mortgagor was 
still entitled to pursue his remedy on the covenant within the 
twenty years allowed for specialty debts by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42. 
And this priociple still holds good with regard to arrears of 
interest, though as to principal sums charged on land it has 
been abolished by the re-enactment of section 40 of 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 27, in section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874. 
The limit of twelve years under that section on sums of money 
charged on land applies to all remedies, real and personal, alike : 
Sutton v. Sutton (31 W. R. 369, 22 Oh. D. 511). And since 
the mortgagee was entitled to recover six years’ arrears of 
interest against the land, and another fourteen years’ 
arrears on the mortgagor’s covenant, he was allowed 
in a redemption suit, in order to avoid circuity of action, 
to tack the additional fourteen years’ arrears to his mortgage, 
provided, at least, that the right to tack a pa 
debt existed ; that is, where the person seeking to redeem was 
the heir or beneficial devisee of the mortgagor: Fisher on Mort- 
gages (5th ed.), p. 553. Consequently in Zivy v. Norwood (5 
De G. & Sm. 240) the mortgagee was allowed twenty years’ 
arrears of interest in a redemption suit brought by the heir of 
the mortgagor. On the other hand, in a foreclosure suit, where 
this doctrine of tacking could not be used, since it was the mort- 
gagee who was instituting the proceedings, he was restricted to 
six years’ arrears: Sinclair v. Jackson (17 Beav. 405), Shaw v. 
Johnson (1 Dr. & Sm. 412), Round v. Bell (30 Beav. 121). 

But in fact it was quite unnecessary to have recourse to the 
doctrine of tacking, and the claim of the mortgagee in a 
redemption action to be allowed full arrears of interest is refer- 
able to the broader ground stated above, that the bar of the 
statute only applies where he is himself instituting the pro- 
ceedings. It applies, therefore, to a foreclosure action, but not 
to a redemption action, and in the latter action section 42 of 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, imposes no limitation on the arrears to 
which the mortgagee is entitled, nor indeed is any limitation 
imposed in such a case by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, though after the 
lapse of twenty years payment of interest will be presumed. It 
is to be noticed that there is no provision corresponding to 
section 34 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, ©. 27, by which the right is 
extinguished so soon as the remedy is barred. Hence the rule 
is that, since in a redemption action the mortgagee is rot him- 
nelf taking any proceedings to recover arrears of interest, there 
is no limitation on his claim except that ogee by the pre- 
sumption of payment after twenty years, and the mortgagor, 





under his mortgage, will have to pay the arrears for that period, 
and this rule was recognized by Byxnzg, J., in Dingle v. Coppen 
(47 W. R. 279; 1899, 1 Ch. 726). 

The case, however, of an ordinary foreclosure or redemption 
action does not exhaust the subject. Under various circum. 
stances the land may have been turned into money, and it has to 
be considered whether the same principle can be summoned to 
the help of the mortgagee. If the mortgagee has sold the 
mortgaged property and is holding the proceeds of sale, 
it is clear that he can retain his full arrears of interest in an 
action by the mortgagor for payment over of the surplus moneys, 


Mason v. Broadbent (33 Beav. 296), but this case has been over- 
ruled. “I am bound,” said Kinperster, V.O., in Edmunds y, 
Waugh (L. R. 1°Eq. 418), “to say that, with all deference, | 
cannot concur in the conclusion that a bill by a mortgagor to 
recover the surplus money comes within the terms of the 42nd 
section as being a suit by which arrears of interest are sought 
to be recovered”; andin Re Marshfield (34 Ch. D. 72), where 
the circumstances were similar to those in Mason v. Broadbent, 
Kay, J., approved this dictum, and held that the mortgagee was 
entitled to retain his full arrears of interest out of the proceeds 
of sale of the mortgaged property. 

And although the mortgagee does not actually retain the 

roceeds of sale in his hands, yet he may be entitled to the 
benefit of the same principle. In Edmunds v. Waugh (supra) 
trustees under the will of the mortgagee had sold the property 
and had paid the proceeds into court in an administration action. 
It was held that the fand was still constructively in the hands 
of the trustees, and upon a petition by them for payment out of 
court, they were not restricted to six years’ arrears, The petition 
was not in the nature of a suit to recover interest under section 
42, but was a means of restoring to them money which had been all 
the time in theory under their control. Hence they were enabled 
to exercise their ordinary right of retention. Where the money 
has never been in the mortgagee’s hands, but has been paid 
direct into court, the case is not so plain, and hitherto it has 
seemed to be settled that the court, since it held the money on 
behalf of all parties, would only allow the mortgagee such 
interest as he could obtain in proceedings taken by himself. In 
Re Stead’s Mortgaged Estates (2 Ch. D. 718) land subject to an 
equitable mortgage had been taken under the Lands 
Clauses Acts and the purchase-money paid into court. 
The mortgagee petitioned for payment of his debt out of 
the fund, and Matis, V.C., held that he could only 
be allowed his principal and six years’ arrears of interest. The 
petition was treated as a suit to recover the land. And a similar 
result was arrived at by Bacon, V.C., in Re Slater's . Trusts (11 
Ch. D. 227), where the petition was presented by the mortgagor. 
It was held that since the mortgagee, had he applied to the 
court, could only have recovered six years’ arrears, the same 
limitation must be observed by the court in distributing the fund 
among the parties entitled. 

The correctness of the decision in Re Slater's Trusts has had 
to be considered by the Court of Appeal in Re Lloyd (supra), 
There a beneficiary under the trusts of a will, which directed the 
sale of land devised to the trustees, had mortgaged his share. 
The land was sold in an administration action, and the. share of 
this beneficiary, who had died, was carried to a separate account, 
His legal personal representatives took out a summons for pay- 
ment out of court of the balance of the fund after payment of 
the amount due to the mortgagee for priacipal and six years 
arrears of interest. According to Re Slater's Trusts this was 
what they were entitled to, but the Court of Appeal have now 
applied to such a case the distinction stated above, and the 
rights of the mortgagee depend entirely on the question whether 
it is he or the mortgagor who is taking the proceedings 0 
recover payment. In Re Stead’s Trusts (supra) it was the 
warpnaee who petitioned for payment out, and hence he was 
rightly restricted to six years’ arrears. In Re Slater's Trusts tt 
was the mortgagor, and hence he ought only to have had the 


surplus after leaving in court enough for the mortgagee’s debt 
with full arrears of: interest. So in Re Lloyd the mortgagor’ 
representatives were bound to leave in court a similar amoust. 
The result can hardly be regarded as satisfactory, for’ it 





therefore, who can only redeem on payment of all sums due 


practically compels a mortgagee to wait for his money 


A contrary decision was given by Lord Romy, M.R., in | 
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- Cmpany, but valid, subject to certaif conditions, in the case 
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the m chooses to take 
the surplus, and a case can easily be imagined where 


or would have everything to gai 
Sie subject is extremely artificial If 
‘on arrears at all, it should be one of universal application, and 
not dependent on the accidents of procedure. 











Underwriting Shares on Recon- 


structing Companies. 


Iw the recent case of Booth ¥. New Afrikander Gold Mining Co. 
(noticed ante, pp. 88, 91) it appears that some rather important 
observations were made by some of the Lords Justices during 
the argument of the case inthe Appeal Oourt. These observa- 
tions may be only dicta, but dicta often ripen into decision, and 
in the meantime they indicate the drift of the judicial mind. 

The subject under discussion was section 8 of the Companies 
Act, 1900, sub-section 1 of which says that ‘‘ upon any offer 
of shares to the public for subscription it shall be lawful for a 
company to pay a commission to any — in consideration of 
his subscribing, or agreeing to subscribe, . . for any 
shares in the company,” provided there is due authority 
in the articles of association and due disclosure in the 
prospectus. Lord Justice Vavenan Wiiiiams said: “Leave 
the Act of Parliament out of consideration, and take the case 
you have put—of an issue of seven shares to the public and a 
commission paid in respect of the whole of the balance of shares, 
and the fact of payment being mentioned in the A any co 
which invited subscriptions for the seven shares—uniless there 
is something to validate that under the Act of 1900, apart 
from the statute, that would not be a lawful ement,”” 
“Mr. Hatpaye says the words of the section justify it. You 
may think ita very bad Act of Parliament, but you have no 
right to alter it.” ‘‘Do you mean to suggest—apart from an 
argument arising on convenience, or hardship, or probabili 
that primd facte the words are not wide enough to include the 
case which you have put? I should have thought they were, 
prima facie. What is there in those words (the beginning of 
sub-section 1] to say that the commission need be in consideration 
for his subscribing for the shares offered to the public?” Lord 
Justice Strate said: “Suppose it was contemplated to deal 
with the whole of the shares of the company, and this was done 
by offering half of them to the public, and by simultaneously, 
and as part of the same transaction, procuring an individual, in 
consideration of a commission, to take the rest, why should not 
that be within the section?’’ The Lords Justices might have 
called in aid section 10, sub-section 1 (A), which requires a pros- 
pectus to state “the amount (if any) paid or payable as commis- 
sion for subscribing or agreeing to su for any in 
the company ”—not any shares offered for subsoription, 

But this reading of the Act is, to say the least of it, novel. 
The key-note to section 8 (sub-section 1) is “ subscription,” and 
the provision does not apply at all except “‘upon an offer of 
shares” for public subscription. In such a case—and only in 
such a case—a commission may be paid for subscribing or 

eeing to subscribe for shares. With diffidence, in the face 
of such weighty dicta, it is submitted that the only commission 
lawfully payable is in respect of the shares offered for. pubic 
subscription—for it is only upon that offer that a com- 
mission can be paid. If the ge construction is the right 
one, the Act —_ just as well havi said: “So long as the 
company does offer some of its shareli for public subscription, 
underwriting commission may be paid on any of its si 
whether so offered or not, provided the articles authorize it and 
the prospectus discloses the amount,” for the object in legalizing 
commissions on shares not offered to the public in the case only 
of their payment being simultaneous with a public offer of other 

, is not apparent. 

What was the object of section 8? In the case of a private 
cothpany—one “ which does not issue any invitation to the 
public to subseribe for its shares”—the underwriting com- 
Misiones allowed by section 8 are invalid. Why are under- 

iting commissions invalid in the ease of a pri 
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of a public rt Presumably because the transaction 
is a reduction hy men which the members of a private 

y cannot trusted to arrange themselves. 
They would know all about gk te pedehie east os the 
same reduction all round ; and the greater the reduction was, 
the better it would be for them—as between themselves and 
the creditors—in the event of ing up. When the public 
are tna: to eprom it — to tm to tell _ that 
some people are—possibly on ground of extra ris i 
to. be let in as shareholders without paying so sone Bg 
subscribers pay; they are warned that the apparent paid-u 
capital will not be so large as if everybody paid up in fu 
If shares outside those offered by the prospectus are to be 
underwritten, and if this can be legally carried into effect, it is 
right that the public subscribers d know of this by means 
of a statement in the prospectus—whether this can be legally 
done remains to be seen—but the persons who are really affected 
are the creditors of the company, and there is nothing in the 
Act of 1900 to protect them t sub-section 2, which renders 
illegal any underwriting commission not authorized by sub- 
section | of section 8. It seems strange if creditors of public 
companies in with many millions of capital have not 
the right, or ought not, to be represented, when questions such 
as those arising on section 8 are to be argued. A new 
company may have no existing creditors when such a question 
comes on to be argued, but sub-section 2 contains a statutory 
prohibition against payment of underwriting commissions ‘‘ save 
as aforesaid,” and there is ample authority to shew that the 
Attorney-General may, in the public interest, intervene to 
protect the public from the breach of a statutory obligation, 
even in the absence of proof of any special damage. 

Having expressed our own view on the subject, we may, how- 

ever, add the following remarks in support of the Lords Justices’ 
view by a correspondent who has a special knowledge of the 
case in lee He says that Lord Davey in Hilder y. Dexter 
(1902, O. 474) bas expressed the view that by the 8th . 
section of the Act of 1900 the Legislature was desirous of 
enabling remuteration to be paid for services rendered in 
placing, or procuring subscription of, the company’s capital, 
and it appears to have hit upon what may be termed a com- 
promise. The key-note of this compromise, as Lord Davey calls 
it, appears to be publicity. Aud if this publicity is attained on 
.the occasion of the offer to the public, it appears to be of no 
consequence, so far as the object of the Act is concerned, whether 
the whole of the shares in question are offered to the public or 
whether some of them are privately subscribed by (for instance) 
the underwriters’ friends. The object of the section appears to 
be attained by a literal construction of the word “ any,” and, this 
being so, there is no reason for departing from the literal 
meaning. 
In this conflict of view, we must hope that there may soon be 
a direct decision on the point. And, in the meantime, we may 
at any rate impress on those concerned in there matters the 
necessity of caution in this respect. 











Correspondence. 


The Practice of the Land Registry, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Mr. Woolnough is quite a in saying that the proprietor of 
a registered charge can sell under his power of sale after any lapse of 
time, and to that extent miy illus was inaccurate. But this 
does not ¢ffect my ent that the conveyance of the unregistered 
legal estate to the chargee was uéeless, for ia the case supposed the 

aser obtains the registered estate under 8, sub- 
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estate, which is in another person. 
If length of possession does not affect the registered title until the 
register is rectified, it would be interesting to know what are the 
i of the registered proprietor after his chargee has been in 
verse possession for more than twelve years. Is he still entitled to 
redeem? If so, the chargee is in an awkward position. If not, the 
result is that the land is registered in the name of a person who has 
no beneficial interest in it, while the person beneficially entitled is 
unable to get himself registered as proprietor without an order of the 
court. I shall be glad if Mr. Woolnough would explain how the 
ownership of the “legal estate” could be of auy service to the 
oa ~ such a case. A ConvVEYANCER. 


if 





The Land Certificate. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—We enclose copy of a letter we wrote on the 6th iostant to 
the registrar and copy of his reply dated 8th instant. Your readers 
can form their own opinion as to whether or not the statement made 
that the signing of the certificate is a “‘ merely formal matter” is a 

i answer to the question we asked. 
Dec. 9. LEGGATT, RUBINSTEIN, & Co. 


The following are the letters referred to by our correspondents : 


5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 
6th December, 1902. 
Ti le No. 65,475. 

Sir,—We have this morning received this land certificate. 

We not'ce that on its face the certificate is signed as follows: ‘‘E. M. 
Slaughter, for Assistant Registrar.’’ Will you kindly say under what rule 
or regulation the certificate hasto besigned. It certainly seems strange 
to us that app:rently aay person can siga the certificate. —Yours truly, 

(Signed) .  Lzccarr, Rusinsretn, & Co. 

The Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


34, Lincoln’s inn-fields, London, W.C. 
8th December, 1902. 
Title 65,475 
Gentlenen,—I am directed by the registrar to acknowledge the receipt 
of your letter of the 6th inct., and to say in reply that the signing of land 
csrtificates is not specifically provided for in the rules, but it would 
to be one of those merely formal matters as to which rule 276 gives 
to the registrar a discretionary power.—I am, gentlemen, your obedien’ 
servant, Guy M. Kixpenrszey, Secretary. 
Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein & Co., 
5, Raymond-bui'dings, Gray’s-inn, W.C. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Among your correspondents’ many criticisms upon com- 
pulsory registration one minor point of a sentimental character has 
escaped comment, pepe mayhap, it throws a side-light “of a 


ves 

The form of land certificate is headed with the Royal 
Arms. To this has—without anthority—been added a border 
embellished (7) with escutcheons ticketed with names of Chancellors 


system. Consideriog that the system has not 
considerable share of public approval, this 
premature, and in doubtfal 
questions of taste sare, of course, beneath, or 
the offiaal mind. Landowners may reasonably object to 
their muniments of title being defaced with s collection of mushroom 
heraléry. If they sre to be forced willy-nilly to swallow registration, 
why 24d insult toinjury by thrusting down their throats the nauseous 
drug in s pictorial aivertisement of its compounde:s. 
64, Burnaby-gardens, Chiswick, Dec.9. Hzenbertr E. Borrow. 





The Land Registry. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


, Mr. Brickdale’s report to the Lord Chancellor to 
which you s0 draw attention, it is quite plain that the oracle- 
workers at the Land Hegistry are chiefly animated by « consuming 
desire to swell the army of officials and to sfflict the landed interest 


oundlings, their cry is, “ Every man his own 
wg sliding, wtts vot, “ wo that no one may be without a fool for 
That » statesman 60 setute as the present Lord Chancellor is g 


to be“ ” with this cry, I, for one, do not believe. B 
atone tenlonione ts te yp 
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[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—This is a topic which ought to be seriously considered by 
solicitors. 

In these modern times, when modern legis'ation has cut down the 
work usually done by a solicitor, and when auctioneers prepare 
agreements relating to properties they let and sell, I think that 
solicitors having estates to sell by auction are entitled to sell them 
and earn the commission usually paid to an auctioneer. 

Conducting sales by auction is part of the profession of a solicitor, 
as is shewn by the general order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881, Schedule I., Part I. This schedule fixes the 
solicitor’s remuneration ‘‘ for conductiog a sale of property by public 
auction,” ‘‘ includiog the conditions of tale.” 

In Scotland I believe solicitors condact auctions, and it would be 
well if some of your ers conversant with the Scotch practice 
would inform your readers what that practice is. x. Y.Z 

London, Dee. 4, 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Meetings of Sharsholders—Amendments.—At the /irst meeting to 
pass a resolution, a special resolution may be passed which, owing toan 
ameadment being carried, is not identical with the resolution set out 
in the notice of meeting. Thus, when notice was of an intended resola- 
tion to remunerate directors at the rate of 40 per cent., and the 
resolution passed reduced it to 30 per cent., the resolution was held 
good. As decided in Wall v. Londonand Northern Assets Corporation 
(1898, 2 Ch. 469), at the second meeting the resolution passed at the 
first meeting cannot be amended, it must be confirmed or rejected 
en bloc.—TorBock v. Lonp WEsTBURY (Swinfen Eady, J., July 29) 
(1902, 2 Ch. 871). 


Reconstruction under Power in Memorandum of Association. 
—In Cotton v. Imperial and Foreign Agency and Investment Corporation 
(1892, 3 Ch. 454), at the extraordioary meeting approving of a sale 
of the company’s undertaking for shares in a new company, under s 
power in its memorandum of association (and not under section 161 
of the Companies Act, 1862), a resolution for voluntary winding up 
was not passed. After theexecution of the sale agreement a special 
resolution for voluntary winding up was passed and confirmed, and 
Chitty, J., held that the selling company had not exceeded its 

wers. Where a company, at one extraordinary meeting, passed 

y a three-fourths majority a resolution approving of a similar 
agreement (providing for certain thiogs which could only be done in the 
event of winding up) and for voluntary winding up, and at a subsequent 
meeting the second resolution was confirmed as a special resolution, 
an attempt to distinguish the decision of Chitty, J., failed. The Act of 
1862, when providing that the memorandum of association is to state 
‘‘ the object for which the proposed company is established,’’ does not 
mean objects only which the company is established to carry out as 
going concern. Some of the objects may be those which the company 
is going to carry out when it is ceasing to be a going concern—¢.g., 
powers to sell its undertaking, and to distribute assets in specie ia & 
windiog up.—Dovaeuty v. LomaGunpDA Rzezrs (Lim1rzp) (Buckley, J., 
July 11) (1902, 2 Ch. 837). 


Common Law. 


Praudulent Conversion of Goods—Loss to One of Two Innocent 
Parties—Estoppel.—The appellants, who were timber merchants, 
warehoused imported timber with a dcck company, and instructed 
the company to accept all transfer or delivery orders signed 
by their clerk ©. on their behalf. ©. had authority from the 
appellants, his employers, to sell timber to certain regular 
customers at prices fixed by the sppellants. ©, under an 
assumed name, and from an address obtained for the 

e, sold a quantity of timber to the respondents, who 
Seow nothing of the —a nor of ©. under his real name, 
The sale was carried out by O. by giving the dock company orders 
for the transfer of the timber isto his assumed name. He then si 
delivery orders to the respondents in this assumed name, obtained the 

of the timber, and fraudulently ay it to his own use. 
respondents acted throughout in faith. Held, that the 

te were not estopped from denying O’s authority to sell, a6 

had never held him out to the respondents as their agent ; there- 

fore that as OC. had no authority to sell, be could not give the 
respondents any title; and that the appellants were entitled 
ts, —F ARQUHARSON 


recover the of the timber from the 
Broruxus & Co, v. Kina & Co, (1902, A. O, 326), 
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Conveyancing. 


Tenant for Life.—A beneficiary under a will who is entitled by the 
terms of the will to occupy a mansion-house during his life has the 

wers of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts, notwith- 
standing that the will imposes upon the trustees the duty of keeping 
up the mansion-house and of employing and paying the servants. To 
give him such powers it seems that the right to exclusive possession is 
not necessary. It is enovgh that he has the absolute right of residing 
in the house.—RE BARonEss LLANOVER (Swinfen Eady, J., July 19) 
(61 W. R. 89; 1902, 2 Ch. 679). 








Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 


(New Trial Paper.) 

Beaumont v. Mayor, &c., of Huddersfield. Application of defendants 
for judgment cr new trial on 2a from verdict and 
judgment, dated July 30, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Leeds (advanced by order). 
Dismissed with costs. Dec. 5, 

(Original Motions.) 

Lloyd v. Woolland Brothers. Application of defendants to attach 
plaintiff's solicitor for contempt of court. Dismissed with costs. 
Dec. 8. 

In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. Elvin v. Woodward 
&Co. Application of Woodward & Co. for security for costs of 
appeal (No. 17, W. C. C.). Dismissed with costs. Dec. 8. 

Weaviogs v. Kirk & Randall. Application of Kuk & Randall for 
security for costs of appeal (No. 24, W.C.C.), Allowed; £15. 
Dec, 8. 

Davy v. Bisini. Application of plaintiff for security for costs of 
appeal (No. 44, K. B. Interlocutory). Allowed; £15. Dec. 8. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


McIntosh v. Van Houten. Appeal of plaiotiff from order of Mr. 
Justices Darling, dated Nov. 6, 1902. Dismissed with o.sts. 
Dee. 8. 

The English Sewing Cotton Co, (Limited) v. Andrew Kaowles & Sons 
(Limited). Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice 
Darlicg, dated Nov. 17, 1902. Allowed. Dec. 8. 

Chesterfield Rural District Council v. Newton. Appeal of 
plaintiffs from order of Mr, Jastice Darling, dated Nov. 7, 1902. 
Allowed. Dec. 8. 

Same v. Newton and The Barlborough, &c., Co. and Others. Appeal 
of Barlborough, &c. Co. (Limited) from order of Mr, Justice 
Darling, dated Nov. 17, 1902. Allowed. Dec. 8. 

La Socié:é, &c, v. Countess of Warwick. Appeal of pleintiffs 
from order of Mr. Jastice Darling, dated Nov. 3, 1902. Allowed. 
Dec. 8, 

Bonsall v. Rees, Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Darling, dated Nov, 24, 1902 (advanced by order), Allowed. 

8 


Dec. 8. 

Neal & Wilkinson v. Baxter. Appeal of defendant from order of 
Mr. Justice Darling, dated Nov. 18, 1902. Allowed; costs in 
the cause. Dec. 8. 

Bray and Another v. Barnes and Others, Appeal of plaintiffs from 
order of Mr. Justice Darling, dated Nov. 13, 1902. Allowed; 
costs in the cause. Dec, 8, 


(New Trial Paper.) 


Hedson v. City and West End Properties (Limited), Application of 
defendants for jadgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and 
judgment, dated July 3, 1902, at trial before Mr, Justice Jelf, 
with a jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with coste. Deo. 9. 

Harris v. Bentley, Taylor, and Another. Application of plaintiff for 
judgment or new trial on appeal fran verdict and judgment, 
dated July 9, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Wills and a special 
jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Deo. 9. 

Aked v, Dreyfus. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new trial, 
oa eppal from verdict and judgment, dated July 10, 1902, at 
trial before Mr, Justice Ridley and a — jury, Middlesex. 
Dismissed ; no costs on trial or appeal. 9 

alker v. London United Tramways (Limited), Application of 

deferdants for judgment or new trial on = rom verdict 

and judgment, dated July 1, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice 

me and a especial jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. 
9 


0, 9, 

Garnham v, Haines, Application of defendant for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict avd judgment, dated July 30, 1902, 
at trial Tele Mr, Justice Darling and @ common jury, 
Middlesex, Allowed with goste, Deo, 10, 





Roberts and Another v. The Guildford Electricity Supply Oo. (Limited 

Application of defendants for judgment = yo yar 7 
appeal from verdict and judgment, dated July 24, 1902, at trial. 
before Mr. Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Guildford 
Settled on terms. Dec. 11, 

Hand v. Bullock and Swindells. Application of defendant Bullock for 
judgment or new trial on a from verdict and judgment, 
dated July 25, 1902, at before Mr. Justice Ridley and a 
special jary, Chester. Dismissed with costs. Dec, 11. 


Appeal Court II. 


(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Charles Bright (to be mentioned). No appearance. Dec. 5. 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Petitioning Creditors), No. 983 of 
ag ae Ee — —- 7 Registrar Hope, dated 

ov. 7, , adjourning petition generally (liberty 

to apply). Allowed with costs. Dec. 5. ¥ 

In re A Judgment Debtor (ex parte The Judgment Debtor), No. 
2,365 of 1902. From an order made by Mr. Registrar Brougham, 
dated October 29, 1902, dismissing with costs the debtor’s 
application to set aside 9 bankruptcy notice. Withdrawn on 
terms. Dec. 5. ‘ 

(General List.) 

For Judgment. 

In re Lloyd. Lloyd v. Lloyd. Appeal of R. L. Allen and Another 
from order of Mr. Justice Farwell, dated Nov. 1, 1901, 
Allowed with costs. Dec. 6. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
Ormerod, Grierson & Co. (Limited) and Others v, St. George’s Iron- 
works Co. (Limited) and Others. Appeal of plaintiffs from order 
of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Nov. 21, 1902. Dismissed with 


costs. Dec, 10. 
(General List.) 


In re Parkin. Fisher v. Parkio. Application of defendant, D. Es 
Parkin (an mfant), from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated 
Jan. 29, 1902. Allowed with costs. Dec. 10, 

In re Alexander's Trusts. Alexander v. Shuter, Appeal of defend- 
ants C. 8. Shuter and Another, from order of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan. 23, 1902. Allowed withcosts. Dec. 10. 

Kopp v. Rosenwald. Appeal of defendant from the order of Mr. 
Justice Buckley, dated March 5, 1902. Dismissed on opening. 
Dez. 11. 

(Compiled by Mr, Antuvr F. Cuapris, Shorttand Writer.) 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


BEAUMONT v. MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF HUDDERSFIELD. 
No, 1. 3rd, 4tb, and 5th Dec. 


Warer—Warerworks —Sratvrory Ostication to Cause Warer ro Firow 
into Rrvern—Fartvre To Prarorm Osuicarion —Naeuscr —Psxatties— 
Lewis v. Corporation or Swansea (4 Trves L. R. 122, 706) 
DIsTINGvuISHED. 


Appeal by the defendants from Gran 
Assizes, The defendants ——- for a new 
had been tried before Grantham, J., and a j 
were brought by eight several poy to 
defendants under the H Water Act, 1869. 
out of the same ciroumstances, an order was made th 
consolidated. By the Hudderafield Water Act, 1369, t 
authorized to make and maintain certaia waterworks and 
connected therewith, and to enter on, take, and use certaia 
he, oe, ot ee eee 
section 28 of the said Act it was enacted that ‘“‘As compensa- 
tion for the taking of such waters by this Act authorized to 
be taken as at the paswing of ee ee eens 
or proceed into Brow Grains Dike, Meltham and the Rinr 
Holme respectively, the corporation shall cause to flow from ed ——— 
be 


fam of £5, and shall in 
or injury sustained by such 
such penalties are an 
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respectively from time to time recover such compensation with coets from 
th corpemetion by proceedings in any court of competent jurisdiction.” 
For many years the corporation, in pursuance of their powers, had appro- 
sg waters which flowed into Brow Grains Dike, Meltham Dike, and 
River Holme respectively, and were subject to an obligation to supply 
sueh compensation water as was by section 23. The plaintiffs 
alleged that m consequence of the neglect of the corporation on each of 
working days from the 23rd of September to the 11th of November, 
1901, inclusive, the quantity of water aforesaid did not so flow, as required 
by the Act, from the reservoir at Blackmoor Foot into the Brow Grains 
Dike. The plaintiffs were, severally, the ocoupiers of mills and works 
which were, during the said period, injuriously affected by reason of the 
neglect of the defendants to such statutory obligation as aforesaid, 
and the plaintiffs alleged that they were damaged and prejudiced in the 
conduget of their several businesses respectively. The severe] plaintiffs in 
each of the consolidated actions claimed penalties of £5 per day for forty- 
three days. The defendants denied that they had been guilty of 
and said that the quantity of water required by the 
id in fact flow into the said dike on the days in — 
fact it did not so flow, any deficiency in such flow was 


Act, they were at the most liable for no more than one penalty in respect 
of each of the days upon which their neglect caused such deficiency 
in the statutory flow of water into Brow Grains Dike, and that such penalty 
was payable either to all the plaintiffs jointly or to the plaintiff or plain- 
tiffs who first sued the dstentaate, and in respect of such defaults on each 
of such several forty-three days the defendants brought £215 into court, 
and said that the same was sufficient to satisfy the claims of all the plain- 
tiffs in consolidated actions. At the trial the jary found in favour of 
the plaintiffs, and judgment was entered for £215 for each of the plaintiffs. 
The defendasts now appealed, on the grounds that there was no evidence 
of any neglect on their part, that the learned judge had misdirected the 
jury, and that on the true construction of the Act they were only liable 
for one penalty of £5 for each day, section 32 of the Act allowing any mill- 
owner to claim in addition for any loss actually sustained by him, of which 
there was no evidence in the 


F 


present case. 
‘Tue Covet (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L JJ.) dismissed | had the 


Cottms, M.R, in giving judgment, said the Act provided that the 
cerporation should make compensation, not in money, but im water, to 
the occupiers of such mills; it i on them the daty of sending 
down a specified quantity of water the reservoirs over day for that 
purpose, and it further enacted that, in case of any neglect by or in 

of which that quantity should not flow down, the corporation 
should be liable to pay penalties to the occupiers of each of the mills, and, 
in addition, might be liable to pay them general compensation for every 
day on which such neglect occurred. The plaintiffs alleged that the 
defendants had failed to perform their statutory duty, and they claimed 
penalties. The plaintiffs obtained a verdict and judgment. One question 
now raised was whether, on the true construction of the Act of 
Parliament, the defendants were liable to por mace than one penalty, 


or orly one » for day on Ww neglect occurred. 
The statute Ralf ’'wes o6 to bas of the discussion. It was clear 
that a duty was 


imposed on the defendants; the question was 
wate out Cat eee bod hase 2 Seems of &. 


the plaintiffs must be allowed to stand.. With to the question of 
penalties, this case was different from that of is v. Corporation of 
Swanua (4 Times L. R. 122, 706). Here it was perfectly clear fro 


Appeal dimmissed.—Covnszt,, Tindal Atkinson, K.O., Upjohn, K.C., and 
RB. W< ; Scott For, K.O., and W. J. Waugh. Soricrrons, Ridded§ Co., 
for F. 0. Lloyd, Huddersield: Ven Sandou tor Mille ¢ Co, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by BE. G@. G@rrtiwett, Meq , Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re IIOYD LLOYD v. LLOYD. No, 2. 21st and 22n4 July, 6th Dec. 


Morgtcace oy Revensioxany Iwrenver—Foxp 1 Covnt—Amount or 
ARREARS OF to Wien Moxtcaces  Eaririey —Sraturss 
oy Laurrations, 3 Wu. 4, c 27 amp c. 42. 





. | laid down by Lord 
the | accordance with which the plaintiff was always confined to six years’ 


rr — 
for t out of the balance of the fund after payment of the princi 
and ai years’ interest. The ee"s saguennintene claimed to he 
entitled to of full arrears of interest. A conflict of a 
exists on question, and Farwell, J., held that the mo 
representative was entitled to six years’ interest only. The mortgages’s 


a oy pe appealed. 

m - ‘ Baas; 8 anal (Wareuan he nee  eae( and Srreuime, 
é we e appeal, the judgment being delivered by 

Srimume, L.J., who, after stating the facts, said: It was contended for 
the mortgagee that the arrears of interest were not bing recovered by any 
distrees, action or suit, and that the debt itself was not destroyed by the 
Statute of Limitations, and that the court ought not to pay the fand ont 
except on terms of payment of all arrears, [Hislordship then read 3 Will, 
4, c. 27, ss. 40 and 42, and c. 42, s. 3, and referred to the decisions, in some 
ts conflicting, in Dearman v. Wyche (9 Sim. 570), Henry v. Smith (2 Dr, 
& W. 381), Wrizon v. Vise (3 Dr. & W. 104), Du Vigier v. Lee (2 Ha. 326), 
Sinelair v. Jackson (1 W.R , 17 B. 405), Hunter v. Nockolds (1 M. & G. 610), 
Hughes v. Kelly (3 Dr. & W. 482), Shaw v. Johnson (9 W. R. 629, 1 Dr. & Bim, 
412), and Round v. Bell (9 W. BR. 846, 80 B. 121), and to Heath v. Pugh (30 
W. R. 553, 7 A. O. 235) ] His lordship then eaid that ‘in the opinion of 
the court the practice as to foreclosure actions was governed by the rale 
Chancellor Oottenham in Hunter v. Nockolds, in 


cere lle A a distress, action | “aa ak “ 
8 y y or 8 © was 
still at liberty to enforce his right by lien or retainer: as to 
which see Higgins v. Scott (2 B. & Ad. 413) and Courtenay v. Williams 
(3 Ha. 539). In Mason v. Broadbent (12 W. R 118, 33 B. 296) Lord 
Romilly held that a mortgagee who had sold could ouly retain six years’ 
interest; but in Edmunds v. Waugh (14 W. R. 257, L. B. 1 Eq 418) 
Kindersley, V.C., held that mortgage2s were entitled to retain twenty years’ 
tha moiqages to trouver tetesteh ands procesting by the mortgagee © 
© recover in api y the mor r to 
redeem, to which latter he held the statute did not apply. aes Re 
Marshfield (35 W. RB. 491, 34 Oh. D. 721) Kay, J., followed Edmunds v. 
Waugh, as did Byrne, J.,in Dingle v. Coppin (47 W. R 279; 1899, 1 Oh. 
726). His lordship them:said that in the opinion of the court 
the principle of these last cases was the sound one, though none of 
them quite covered the present case, in which the mortgagees had never 
of sale in their hands They were not seeking to recover 
arrears by distress, action or suit, nor were the representatives of the 
mortgagor in form seeking to redeem. It was said, on the authority of Re 
Bell (44 W. R. 99 ;-1896, 1 Oh. 1), that if the representatives of the 
mortgagee applied for payment of the fond they would be limited to six 
years’ arrears of interest. That case, however, did not shew that the court 
would withhold the fund from the murtgagee, and morecver, the pro- 
ceedings were taken by the representatives of the mortgagor, on 
whom the court could imp 2se terms before giving them equitab'e relief. In 
the opinion of the court the mortgagor’s representatives ought only to be 
allowed to recover the fund on the same terms as if they were bringing a 
redemption action. His lordship then referred to Re Stead's Mortgaged 
Estates (24 W. R. 698, 2 Oh. D. 713), the decision in which, whether well 
f or not, did not apply here, since that was a petition by the 
and to Re Slater's Trusts (27 W. RB. 448, 11 Oh. D. 227), where, 
on & poti by @ mortgagor for paymeat out, Bacon, V.0., held that the 
mortgagee was enti aix te’ arrears, since he could haye 
recovered no more roceedings by .- The court considered that 
the learned judge overlooked the terms of 3 Will. 4, c. 27, e. 42, and 
the difference in the tion of a mortgagee who is proceeding himself and 
one who is simply ree proceedings by the mortgagor. That decision 
ought not to followed, and the appellant in the present case was 
entitled to be paid bis full arrears of interest out of the fund in court b-fore 
the representatives of the mortgagor received anything.—OounseL, Butcher, 
K.C, and 2. J. Parker; Levett, K.0., and Errington, Sovicirors, Norris, 
Allens, § Chapman ; Palmer § Bu’l. 


[Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


-| Re A DEBTOR. Ex parte THE PETITIONING CREDITORS (NO. 983 OF 


1992). No. 2. 5th Dec. 


Banxavrtcy Perition —Penpine Action Between Orepiror anp Dentor= 
cLamm BY Daztorn —ADJovanine Petition. 


This was an al from an order of registrar adjourning a bankruptcy 
petition general. The % creditors _ po ah we who 
testator and the or had embarked on a joint venture for ths purpose 
of raising money to purchase landed erties ia Fouth Africa. Dispute: 
had arisen about this, and the creditors had commenced aa 
action against the debtor in the cary Division claiming a declaration 
that the debtor was a trustee of the properties for them, and an order 
for transfer and delivery of title deeds, or, in the alternative, payment of 
sums due from the to their testator’s estate. The debtor had also 
mort, some of the properties toa bank, it was alleged without the 
koow of the testator, The debtor contended that if the property was 
sold these would be a profit, his share of which would exceed tue amount of 
debt, and the registrar adjourned the petition pending the hearing of 
creditors appesicd, and it was 
in the circumstances to prevent 


no 
the immediate hearing of the “ey or the debtor it was argued that 


ed in the action, and the debtor hel 
the case therefore fell within the principle 
. B. 457, 16 Oh. D. 283). 
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the claim of the bank, 
receive any such sum was 





gould have to be applied in 
whether the debtor wo! 

and could not be regetded as a 
to have the petition heard at once.—Oounssi, F. Dodd ; 
Grifith. Soxrcrrors, J. E. Lickfold ; T. R. Haslam. 


[Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister. at-Law:] 


BICKMORE v. DIMMER, No. 2. 


Layptorp AND Tanant—Lease—Oovenant Nor to Mane ALrsrations ~ 
-Saor —Fixtcvre—Apveatisine Sian. * 


This was an appéal against a decision of Farwell, J. “The tiffs are 
the owners of certain premises kaown as 24 and 26,” 
Ohurch-street, Liverpool, and in May, 1898,-they leased part 

to Frederick Heath for a term of twenty-one years. The 
contained the following covenants : (1) ‘That the lessee would wi 
months from the commencement of the term expend the sum of £400 at 
least in alterations to the shop-fronts on the 
and otherwise in such substantial improvemen' 
tions, and decorations of the premises and in 
of the lessors should approve; (2) that the lessee would aot make or suff: 
to be made any alteration to the 
provided without the previous consent in wri 
the lessors would within twelve months from 
term expend the sum of £700 or some part thereof in 
staircase aud lift in the premises, and in case 
should not be required for that purpose would apply the balance towards the 
execution of the alterations and improvements thereinfore covenanted to be 
-executed by the lessee, and that they would keep in 
premises. In December, 1900, the premises comprised in the lease were 

for the residue of the term to the defendant, George Dimmer, 
who carries on in them the business of a watchmaker and jeweller. The 
defendant recently orected outside the premises, without the consent 
the plaintiffs, a large clock contained in an iron circular frame 4ft. 
diameter, which is fastened by iron bolts driven into the stone wall of the 

remises. The clock has two faces, on which the defendant’s name and 
The clock is lighted by electricity. The works are not 
inside the clock, but are within the premises, the hands being connected 
with them. The plaintiffs alleged that this constituted an “‘ alteration ” 
ises in breach of covenant (2) above mentioned. 

accordingly claimed a declaration that the erection of the 
breach of the covenant and a mandatory injunction for its removal. The 
defendant denied that the erection of the clock was an alteration within | that he 
Farwell, J., held that there had been a 
breach of the covenant not to make any alteration to the premises without 
the lessor’s consmt, and he granted a mandatory injanction for the 
removal of the clock. The defendant appealed. 

Tae Court (VavaHan Wriu1aMs, Srietine, and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ ) 


L.J.—This is a case which depends upon 
the construction of a particular covenant To 
what is the proper 


such manner as 


air the outside of the 


9 


the meaning of the covenant. 


allowed the appeal. 
Vavenan WILLIAMS, 


construction of this particular leass you 
must take into consideration the lease and its 

Ia this case the premises, though not origi 
as premises upon which the business of a jeweller or watchmaker 
was to be carried on, eventually came to be occupied for that purpose. 
The original assigament to the present tenant was without the leave of 
the landlord, and the landlord accordingly took action to forfeit the lease. 
and the substance of the compromise was 


That action was com 
as a tenant by the landlord, and 


that the assignee was to be accepted 
allowed to carry on his business subject only to this, that he was restricted 
carrying on the business on a particular part of the premises. Then 
there was a covenant not to make any alteration to the premises. I feel 
ving to constrae this word ‘‘alteration,”’ it is impossible 
t every addition tothe premises, whether it alters 
structure of the premises or not, is within the 
alterations. If we were eo to hold, this tenant wo 
np a fixed blind on the outside of his 
ne oe a knocker on the door. It seems 


s 


Boe 
daeeeai 


if 


view the word “alteration "’ o 


& 


“alteration to the premizes.”” In 
applies to alterations to the form structure 
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tenant could not affix tothe bailding a lamp or a clock 
arenas Sr tly Decne 


ot the parties, Taking 
caca of Barwell, J., 


Stmime, L.J.—I am sorry I cannot 
tespondents admitted that there must be 


could not have been wi 
this view of the 
was wrong, and that 





Counse,, Jenkins, K.0., and Rutherford; Butcher, K.C., and Cochran. 
Soxicrrors, Norris, Allens, $ Norris, tor North, Kirk, § Cornett, Liverpool ; 
Wynne § Sons, for Whitley $ Co., Liverpoal. 

{Reported by J. L Srresune, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Good: of JOHN BALL (DECEASED). Barnes, J. Ist and 8th Dec. 


Pronarse—ApMInisTRaTION with Witt Annexep—Reat Estare—Lanp 
Acz, 1897 —Tarerasury Soricrror. 


to the estate of John Ball, of Peasrmarsh, Sussex, who died on the 12th of 
a < Se eee pee He made a will on the 28th of October, 
1, appointed his sole 3 


188 
She, however, predeceased her husband, and Edward Adameon, a 
a 


itor no power to’ give any real 
estate, but if the creditor was to take a grant ‘‘to all the estate 
of the deceased which by law devolves to or vests in his legal personal 
representative’? he would not oppose that, because he might say that he 
the question was to be raised again shortly 
Banwss, J., assented to that course being adopted by the creditor, 
certainly was nxt going to decide difficult point at a 


under the following circumstances: Mr. Lelean was master of the barque 
Elliot, of the port of Arbroath, and on the 19thof Lecember, 1901, he 
sailed from Oarrizal, in Chili, for Baltimore, with a cargoof manganese 
ore. The voyage under farr weather conditions would be of about three 


ga 
since the 19th of December, 1902, subject 
7 the presumed deceased’s estate and that he was not insured.— Oovnss1, 


Soxrcrrors, Coode, Kingdon, ¢ Cotton, for R. P. Bdyvean, 
[Reported by Gwranxz Hatu, Meq., Barrister-at-Law.) 





Solicitors’ Case. 
REX ¢. ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY. No.1. 2nd Deo, 

Soxicrron—Tasgasvry foxrrcrror—Quatirication—Actixa ror Parvare 

Inprvipvat —Rreat or Crrant ro Recover Cosrs—Rauvanvus Sourcrrors 

Act, 1828 (9 Gro. 4, c. 95), s. 1—Soxzcrrors A 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. 

o. 73), 88. 2, 47: ann 1874 (87 & $8 Vion. c. 7), a. 1—Tanasvar 

Soxrcrror Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vier. c. 18). 

Appeal by Alexander William Cobham from an order of Lord Alverstone, 


O.J., in chambers, to review the taxation of costs. Upon the 
of of Worcester befo-e the Vicar- General of 


the 
the Province of the for the of 
sin as Sea 
a 
fers bek objections, appellan 








130 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 13, 1902. 








but reserved the question as to the right of the Crown to costs (see 50 


Vacation, Chancery Registrar’s Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
ion, W.O.”’ 


W. R. 348; 1902, 2 K. B. 503). Subsequently the court held that the | Lond 


Crown was not entitled to costs (see 50 W. R. 476; 1902, 2 K. B. 569). 
Upon taxation the master taxed the archbishop's bill of costs on the same 
footing as if the archbishop bad appeared by an ordinary solicitor. The 
appellant carried in objections to the taxation on the grounds (1) that 
the Treasury Solicitor, who purported to act for the archbishop, was 
not a qualified solicitor, and therefore the costs were not recoverable; 
and (2) that the whole of the costs had been in fact incurred by the Crown 
and not by the archbishop. The taxing-master overruled the objections, 
stating that the costs incurred on bebalf, of the archbishop were distinct 
from the costs of the Crown, ond that in his «pinion the Treatury Solicitor 
was entitled to appear for the archbishop. Lord Alverstone, C.J., affirmed 
the decision of the taxing-master. On appeal, the appellant contended 
that the Treasury Solicitor, who was not admitted as a solicitor and held 
no certificate, could only act for the Crown and for certain persons for 
whom he was authorized to act by a Treasury minute, of whom the arch- 
bishop was not one: Pulling on Solicitors (3rd. ed), pp. 27, 28. He wasa 
statutory a and could on!y act within his statutory powers. He could 
not therefore act for a private individual. If he acted outside his powers, 
he came under the requirements of the Solicitors Acts, 1843, s. 2, and 
1874, s. 12, and his client could not recover costs. It was contended on 
behalf of the archbishop that the Treasury Solicitor had a right to act for 
thore persons for whom the Crown directed him to act, and when so 
acting be was to be considered as in all respects a duly qualified solic itor. 

Tue Covrt (Cotiins, M.R., and Romer and Marnzw, LJJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 
. Cortuns, M.B,, said that section 12 of the Solicitors Act, 1874, was 
decisive of the question. That section, first of all, enacted that any person 
who wilfally aud falsely pretended to be a olicitor should be guilty of an 
offence under the Act, and no costs on account of any act or proceeding 
done or taken by any person who acted as a solicitor without being duly 
qualified so to act should be recoverable by apy person whomsoever. 
The tection then went on to say that a person should be deemed to be 
duly qualified to act as a solicitor if he should have in force a duly 
stamped certificate authorizing him to act—tbat was one qualification—cr 
should have been appointed to be Solicitor of the Treasury or of certain 
other aes offices or bodies—that was a second qualification. There- 
fore the Treasury Solicitor was a duly qualified solicitor. The Treasury 
Solicitor was appointed under 9 Geo. 4, e. 25, section 1 of which enacted 
that it should be lawful for the solicitor so sppointed to act and practice 
as such solicitor under the orders and directions of the Commissioners of 
the Treasury in every court in the United Kingdom, anything in any Act 
of Parliament, or order of court, or any Jaw, usage, or custom relating to 
svlicitors to the contrary notwithstanding. When the Crown thought 
it right that the Treacury Solicitor sbould act for an individual and gave 
directions to him so to act, he was on the same footing as a duly quilified 
solicitor. He was none the lees in such a case the Treasury Solicitor 
because he appeared as solicitor for the individual. The archbishop, 
therefore, was entitled to have the costs taxed, and to recover them from 
the appellant. 

Roxen and Marturw, L.JJ., concurred.—Ccunsen, Danckwerts. K.C., and 
Morton Smith ; Sir Edward Carson, 8.4, and H. Sutton. Soxtcrrors, 
Wainuright § Co. ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


[Reported by W. F. Banry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





*,* There was an obvious error in the report of King and Wilkins v. Barber 
(ante, p. 110). ‘Foreclosure’ should have been “ redemption.” 








New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
Curistmas VAcATION, 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court dnring the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation, all applications ‘which may require to 
be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made until Wednesday, 
December 31st, inclusive, to the Honourable Mr. Justice Swiwren Eapy, 
and after that date to the Honourable Mr. Justice Jetr. 

The Honourable Mr, Justice Swrvren Eapy will act as Vacation Judge 
from Monday, December 22nd, to Wednesday, December 31st, both days 
inclusive. His lordebip will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambérs on 
Monday, December 29th. On other days, within the above period, 
—" in urgent matters may be made to his lordship by pos; or 


The Honourable Mr. Justice Jerr will act as Vacation Judge from 
Thurtday, January Ist, 1903, to Saturday, Janua 10th, both 
days inclusive. His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ 
Chambers on Tuesday, January 6th. On other days, witbin; the above 
— — in urgent matters may be made to his lordship by 

or 
_ In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be rent to the 
judge by book post or t pony prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
sflidavite in eupport of the application, and also by a minute, on a separate 
sheet of paper, s'gned by countel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also en envelope capable of receiving the paperr, 
addressed as follows: ‘‘ Chancery Official — ; To the Registrar 














in | waited upon the Lord 


On applications for injunctione, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The pa) sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as vacation judge can 
be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrar’s Chambers, Room 
136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

The Chambers of Mr. Justice Kekewich and Mr. Justice Joyce (S to Z 
Division) will be open (for Vacation business only) from 10 to 2 on 
Wednesday, December 24; Tuesday, December 30; Wednesday, 
December 31/1902 ;° Thursday, January 1; Friday, January 2; and 
Tuesday, January 6, 1903. 








Law Societies. 


The Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee in addition 
to the matters referred to last week (ante, p. 111) :— 

Members —The society now consists of 409 members. The number of 
barristers and others, not being members, who subscribe to the library is 
fifty-eight. During the past year nine new members have been elected, 
During the same: period seven members, in addition to the deceased 
members, have ceased to belong to the society. 

Retirement from: Parliament of Mr. Warr—The committee received with 
deep regret the intimation of Mr. A. F. Warr's decision to retire from 
Parliament, and desire to record their sease of the deep obligation of the 
society to him for the valuable assistance which he has never failed to 
render when appealed to, and their high appreciation of the services 
which he has rendered to the public and profession throughout his 
Parliamentary career. Ta : 

Legal Education —It is part of the new scheme for establishing a univer- 
sity in Liverpool that a faculty of law should be created in the new 
university. s involves the contribution of a capital sum of at least 
£20,000, over and above the £10,000 already paid towards the foundation 
of the Queen Victoria Chair of Law. Members of the legal prof¢ssion have 
in past years given generously in aid of legal education, and the present 
year has been no exception. A sum of £3,413 has been subscribed by 
lawyers during by 1902, and it is gratifying to note from the report of the 
Executive Committee of the new university that the committee have 
agreed to appropriate £10,000 to establish and endow an additional Law 
Chair in Commercial Law, in addition to the Queen Victoria Chair. 

Lancashire Chancery Appeals.—In June last the attention of the 
committee was drawn to the fact that the Court of Appeal had refused to 
to recognize the rule (which had been in vogue for several years) that 
appeals from the Palatine Court were set aside out of the general list and 
taken on the firat Thursday of each sittings and of every month of the 
sittin, The committee, in co-operation with the committee of the 
Manchester Law Association, addressed a letter to the Master of the Rolls, 
drawing his attention to the matter, and asking that the practice, which 
had hitherto proved so convenient and had been in existence for so long, 
of fixing a 1 day for the hearing of appeals from the Palatine Court 
should ered to. The letter also suggested that it would be a great 
convenience if the practice were extended to appeals in Chancery 
matters from the Lancashire judge of the High Court. The Master of the 
Rolls replied that there was no intention of departing from the rule, and 
that his lordship saw no objection to the arrangement being extended to 
appeals from the Lancashire judge of the High Court in Chancery matters, 
and stated that the necessary directions had been given for this to be 
carried out. 

Grants of Probate.—The attention of the committee was drawn to the 
inconvenience aricing o— the fact "~ no roy a oem could 
be given to solicitors papers for pro e ict registry 
as a the grant ae * sealed, with the result that the fact of 
probate having been granted was frequently announced in the local papers, 
and the contents of the will made public, befcre the solicitors had an 
opportunity of informing the executors that the grant had been sealed, 

he matter was mentioned to the district probate registrar, who has 
intimated that any solicitor applying for probate and leaving with the 
papers an envelope stamped and » Will be informed by post as 
promptly as possible, either that the probate is sealed, or aboat to be 
sealed, or that another call is necessary. The registrar has further stated 
that in future the grant will not be indexed till after the close of the day 
ov which it is sealed. The committee are of opinion that this alteration 
will materially lessen the inconvenience mentioned. 

Liverpool Court of Passage.—The corporation of Liverpool have during the 
past year continued their efforts to remove the dead-lock which has for 
the past nine years existed with regard to the rules of the Oourt of 
Passage, and atked for the assistance of the committee. On the 24th of 
January last, a deputation, consisting of representatives from the Liver- 
pool Obamber of Commerce, the Liverpool Underwriters’ Association and 
this society, waited upon the Finance Committee of the Liverpool City 
Council, with a view to another attempt being made to get the new rules 
authorized by the Court of Passage Acte, 1893 and 1596, passed by the 
Rules Committee and the Lord Chancellor. As a result of that conference 
the town clerk communicated with the Lord Chancellor, and his lordship 
consented to receive a deputation on the subject. Accordingly, repre- 
sentatives of the Liverpooi Oorporation, the Liverpool Ohamber of 
Commerce, the Liverpool Underwriters’ Association, and this society 

Chancellor on the 28rd of. April last. n 
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Land Transfer.—In February last a letter was received from the secretary 
of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., sta that the Lord Ohancellor 
had been requested to receive a deputation, for the purpose of urging 
upon him the necessity of an inquiry as to whether the ‘working of the 
Iand Transfer Act during the experimental period of three 

had or had not been attended with success, and inviting 
committee to appoint two members to attend the deputation. 

The committee thought that as the Act at present only applied 
to the administrative county of London there was no occation for 
them to be represented, as the practical proofs of the objections to’ the 
Act could only be obtained in districts in which the Act been in force. 
In the month of July a letter was received from the secretary cf the Leeds 
Law Society suggesting that a conference of representatives of the Man- 
chester, Leeds, and Liverpool societies should be held for the purpose of 
considering what steps, if any, should be taken on a report which was 
published, pre y the registrar of the Land Registry, on the working 
of the Act du the past three years. The committee appointed repre- 
sentatives, who attended a conference of the three societies in Manchester, 
when it was decided that the societies in question should co-operate in 
opposing any extension of the system to any area in Lancashire or York- 
shire until an inquiry had been held on the working of the Act in any 
other area to which it might have been applied. The committee are of 
inion that an inquiry should naturally follow the tentative application 

of the Act to the administrative county of London and unanimously adopt 
the report of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., of the 7th of Fe ry, 
1902. In connection with the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, U.K., have been advised that where there is an 
assent in writing, whether under seal or not, under section 3 (1) of the 
Act, the effect of the assent is to transfer the title to the devisee, and the 
document of assent has the consequence of a conveyance or transfer, and 
should be stamped with a 10s. stamp. The question of an application being 
made to enable unstamped assents to be stamped without payment of a 
alty is now engaging the attention of the Council of the Incorporated 

w Society, U.K. 





United Law Society. 


Dec. 9.—Mr. C. H. Kirby presided.—Mr. J. W. Weigall moved: ‘ That 
the Education Bill deserves the hearty support of all true friends of 
education.” Mr. W. Llewellyn Williams opposed. The speakers were 
aad Oox-Sinclair, N. Tebbutt, and O. Kains Jackson. The motion 
was carried. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institutian, Ohanucery-lane, on the 10th inst., Mr. 
Frederic P. Morrell, M.A. (Oxford), in the chair. The other directors 
present being Messrs. H. Morten Ootten, Grantham R. Dodd, W. H. 
Gray, J. Roger B Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), R. S. Taylor, 
Maurice A. Tweedie, Richard W. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 

A sum of £315 was distributed in grants of relief, five new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Incorporated Law Society. 


Honours Examination.—Novempsr, 1902. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Oourt, the Examination Oommittee 
recommended the following‘as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


First Oxass. 
[In order of Merit. ] 


Everarp Kresnets Brown, who served his clerkship with Mr John 
peng Purchase, of the firm of Messrs. John B. & F. Purchase, of 
on. 
Lewis Lincotn Wurrrretp, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Dalton Woolley, of London. 
Szconp Oxass. 


[In Alphabetical Order.] 


Benjamin Mason Cook, B.A., LL.B. (Jamb.), who served his clerkship 
Mr. Richard William Bowry Buvkland, of the firm of Messrs. 


with 
Vandercom, Doulton, & Buckland, of London. 
Turep Otass. 


[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Roger Olayton, B.4. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Augustus Frederick Warr, of the firm of Messrs. Batesons, Warr, & 
Wimehurst, of Liverpool. 

Walter Powell David, who served his clerkship with Mr, Edvard 
Thomas David, of Bridgend. 

George William Grice-Hutchinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
— William Dalbiac, of the firm of Messrs. Gordon, Dalbiac, & Pugh, 

on. 

Lawrence Arthur Hind, LL.B, (Camb.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Jesse Hind, of the firm of Messrs, Wells & Hind, of Nottingham, and 
Meserz, Hind & Robinson, of London. 





Harold I’Anson Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Norman 

Herbert Stark Willams, B.A. (London) who served his clerkship with 
, c P 

mo Willian ‘Buckley Boderish, of the fism of Messrs. Roderick & 
Richards, of Llianelly. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society has accordingly given class 
certificates and awarded the following prizes of books : - 

To Mr. Brown—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon prize—valus about 20 guineas. 

To Mr. Whitfield —The prize of the Honourable Society of Olifford’s- 
inn—value 5 guineas ; and the Jobn Mackrell prize—value about £12. 


The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 


and third > 
Eighty-seven candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Examinations at the Incorporated Law Society 
in the Year 1902. 


Specrat Prizes Orzn to Att CANpDImpArTEs. 


Scott Scholarship.—Leonard William Moore, being, in the opinion of the 
Council, the candidate best acquainted with the Theory, Principles, and 
Practice of Law, they have awarded to him the scholarship founded by Mr. 
James Scott, of ’g-inn-fields. 

Mr, Moore served his clerkship with Mr. John William Frederic Jacques, 
of the firm of Messrs. F. V. Jacques, Clutton, & Jacques, of Bristol, and 
Messrs. Stow, Preston, & Lyttelton, of London, and obtained the prize of 
the Honourable Society of Olement’s-inn and the Daniel Reardon pr'ze 
at the Honours Examination held in January, 1902. 

Broderip Prize.—Leonard William Moore, being first in order of merit, 
and having shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Keal Property 
and the Practice of Conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examination, and 
attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the prize, 
ae of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s- 

on. 

The Clabon Prize.—Leonard William Mo-re, having shewn himself best 
acquainted with the Law and Practice of Kquity, otherwise passed a tatis- 
factory examination, and attained honorary distinction, the Council have 
awarded to him the prize founded by Mr. John Mcxon Olabon, of Great 
George-street, Westminster. 


Locat Prizes. 


Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Liverpool.—Ermmest William Bird, 
from among the candidates from Liverpool, who served two-thirds of his 
— of service there, having passed the best examination, and attained 

onorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him the gold medal 
founded by Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. 

Mr. Bird served his clerkship with Mr. Francis H. Kendall, of the firm 
of Messrs. Banks, Kendall, & Taylor, of Liverpool ; and Messrs. Cole & 
Jackson, of Londcn, and obtained the Olifford-inn Prize at the Honours 
Examination held ia January, 1902. 

Atkinson Prize for Candidates from Li or Preston.—Ernest William 
Bird, from among the candidates from Li or Preston, having shewn 
himself best acquainted with the Law of Property and the Practice of 
Conveyancing, otherwise passed a See See and attained 
honorary distinction, the Council have a to him the gold medal 
founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of Liverpool. 

Birming Law Society’s Gold Medal.—The examiners reported that 
there was no one qualified to take this prize. 

Birmingham Law Society's Bronze Medal.—The examiners reported that 
there was no one qualified to take this prize. 

Stephen Heelis Prise for Candidates from Manchester or Salford.—Thomas 
Hulme, from among the candidates from Manchester or Salford, havin 
passed the best examination, and attained honorary distinction, the Council 
have awarded to him the gold medal founded in memory of the late Mr. 
Stephen Heelis, of Manchester. 

Mr. Hulme served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Harwood, of the firm 
of Mesers. Aston, Harwood, & Somers, of Manchester, and Messrs. Bower, 
Cotton, & Bower, of London, and obtained second class honours at the 
Honours Examination held in January, 1902. 

The Mellersh Prize. —Thomas Fielden Taylor, from among candidates who 
have been articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the sons 
of solicitors who have resided or practised in either of those counties, having 
shewn himself best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and the 
Practice of Conveyancing, thé Council have awarded to him the prize 
founded by the late Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of , 

Mr. Taylor served his clerkship with Mr. W. F. Verrall, of Worthing, 
Sussex, and obtained second class honours at the Honours Examination 
held in January, 1902. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law -Srupents’ Dessatme Socreryr.—Deoc. 9.— Chairman, Mr. 
Henry G. Barrett.—The subject for debate was: “‘ That this houses would 
regret any treaty being entered into between Great Britain and Germany.” 
Mr. H 8. Duder opened in the affirmative; Mr. Hugh Rendell opened in 


Plead well, W = Se members also t — see 
W.E. Adams, John Rendell, and Findlay. The motion was 
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Solicitors’ Robes. 


The Report of the Professional Purposes 
Committee. 


[Confirmed by the Cowncil, the Sth of December, 1902.] 


On the 12th of September last, the judge of the Brentford County 
who bad previously made a rule that solicitors acting as advocates 
i court should be bed, declined to hear a solicitor who 
not robed. The t gave rise to much both in 
papers and with members of the society who wished to have an 

of opinion of the Council on the subject. 
matter was covsidered by the Council on the 24th of October, when 
resolved that the Provincial Law Societies be requested to express 
ion as to the desirablity of solicitors wearing the usual robes when 


secretary accordingly issued a circular letter to the Provincial Law 

i the replies then received were submitted to the ‘ ouncil at 

their meeting on the 7th of Noveniber, when it was resolved that the 
be referred i i ion and report. 

Forty Provincial Law Societies have replied to the circular. Thirty-six 
of these say it is in the district represented by them for solici- 

as advocates to be properly robed, and expressly 
approve of the practice: Two rocieties only—namely, 
and Sussex, say that the — is not customary in their 

districts, and express disapproval of it. 
committee have given the whole subject their consideration, and 
having regard to the result of the inquiries made, they think that the 
Couacil should confirm general impres:ion amongst the Provincial 
Societies as to its being desirable that solicitors actiog as advocates in 
the county courts should be robed, and that it should be made known that 

the Council approve of the practice. 

The commi:tee think that the wearing of robes distinguishes the 
members of the profession from other persons present in court, and tends 
to check attempts by unqualified persons to appear for the partic’ as 
advocates. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


The following appointments have been made by the Council of Legal 
Education for the year ending the ea og 1904: Roman Law, 
ft. 


Jurispradence, and International Law— Reader, J. Pawtzy Barts; 
Arsistant Reader, Mr. S. H. Lzowanp. Oonstitutional Law and Legal 
History—Reader. Mr. A. T. Canrrer Evidence, Procedure, and Criminal 
Law —feader, Mr. W. Braxe Onores, KC. The Law of Real and 

. J. A, covey ; 


Hvou Frases ; Aveictant Reader, Mr. A. Liewetxw Davizs, Equity— 
Reader, Mr. A Unxoznuni; Asistant Reader, Mr. A. F. Tornam (in 


place of Mr W. Ashburner, resign=d). 


Mr. Auicx James Tassett, barrister at-law, has been appointed Stipen- 
Gary Magistrate for Chatham and Sheerness.” 


Mr. Eocan Batexter, bartister-at-law, has been appointed Second 
Magistrate for the City of Manchester. 


—— 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions, 
Wiuiusax Avoverce Caszies anf Peecrvat Trezer, solicitors (W. A, 


Charles & Terry), Retford. Nov. 22. 


Josernz Fattows and Jousw Bioex, solicitors (Fallows & Rider), 4, 
Losdon. . Oct. 20. [ Gasette, Dec. 5, 


g 
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In the course of the trial of the Zaf Vaile case, Mr. Justice Wills said that 
he was once on his way to America. Before the boat landed a 

asked if he would allow himself to be interviewed. ‘‘ You won’ much 
out of me if I do,” eaid his lordship. ‘‘ You had better not take tha 
line,” was the retort, “or you will a column of things you never 
It is not generally known, says the Genealogical Magazine, that the black 
has specific the hanging of a criminal. Its siniste 
fact that a judge when pronoun a 

have conibined to attach to it a m 
It is really nothing more thin 


The grand jury at Birmingham Assizes on Wednesday returned a true 
bill on each of the five counts of the indictment preferred against Mr. 
Robert Harding Milward. In hie charge, says the Daily Mail, the Lord 
Chief Justice referred to the case as one of an unusual character, and one 
which he was suré would cause distress and anxiety to them. The 
defendant was accused of serious offences of defalcation and the 
misappropriation of be amounts of trust money. His 
1 fone through the charges in detail, the allegations broadly stated 
being Mr. Milward in his capacity as solicitor received money due to 
his clients, and failed to fe over when requested. The trial was to 
begin on Thursday last Lord Alverstone. 


The committee of the Humanitarian e haviog called the attention 
of Mr. Crackanth . K.C., author of the article on the International 
Criminal Sentences in the November number of the Nineteenth 
Century and After to a in which he states that “ flogging under the 
Garotters Act, 1863, put a stop to that form of violence,” and requested 
him to furnish them with his authority for this statement. Mr. Orackaa- 
thorpe bas replied that “‘ on the broad question whether flogging has or has 
not a deterrent effect on crimes of violence everyone is entitied to his own 
opinion. The matter does not appear to me to admit of demonstration 
either way. That flogging does deter in such cases was stated in 1889 
by Mr. Henry Matthews (Lord Laandaff), by Lord Oross, and the late 
Sir H Selwin-Ibbstson (Lord Rookwood), two of these having been 
Principal Secretaries of State for the Home Department, and the third 
Under Secretary.” 

A curious story, says an American legal journal, comes trom Kansas 
of a man who wanted to tell a neighbour what he thought of him without 
laying himself open to a suit for es. So he hit on a plan of sending 
him each day a postal card with on!y one word written on it in a 
hand, in tion to the date obscurely tucked away in a@ corner. e 
person receiving the cards 
something, ¢ them until they sto 
secatively in the order of their reception. What he read was, ‘' Ridiculous 
old Bill Jones is the meanest cuss in town,’’ and he at once instituted a 
euit for slander against the sender. The latter’s lawyer, however, called 
attention to the fact that the postal card containing “‘ ridiculous,’’ though 
mailed first, was dated the day after the date of the card having the word 
**town.’’ Moreover, a careful inspection would shew that after the word 
“‘ ridiculous” was an exclamation point, and after the word ‘‘ town”’ was 
an interrogation mark, so that the series of postal cards might be made to 
read, “‘ Old Bill Jones is the meanest cuss in town? Ridiculous!’’ He 
claimed, therefore, that instead of slandering the plaintiff his client had 
defended him from slander, aid this was sustained by the court. Bat, 
all the same, evérybody in town that the first reading of the cards 
was the correct one, so that the writer attained his object. 


in the case which lasted for fourteen 
said that the indictment in the form 
ury, and in which it was returned 

Of theee thirty-one counts ten had 
rawn by counsel for the prosecution, 

fell from him, and no evidence had been 
He protested ag sinst the practice 

years in that court, which he 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Recistrans 1 ATTENDANOE ON 














Emencency Aprzat Court Mgr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kegxewiou. Braye. 
sees 15 Mr, King Mr, Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington 
Farmer Church King Beal 
Ww. G ll F Carrington 
Theed Church King Beal 
Church Farmer Carrington 
Greswell Church King Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Farwstu. Bucxtey. Joyoz, Swinren Eapy, 
Monday, Dec.........+00« 15 Mr. Theed Mr. Jackson Mr.Godfrey Mr. R. Leach 
q errs W. Leach RB. Leach Godfrey 
Wednesday .. 17 Theed Jackson Godfrev Pemberton 
Thursday ... 13 W. Leach Pemberton R. Leach Jackson 
Friday ....... 19 Theed Jackson Godfrey Beal 
YF sesoveeosecesesece 20 W. Leach Pemberton R. Leach Carrington 








For Turoat Irerration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. Ha. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homao- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Anvr. ] 

Waagnine To Inrenpine Hovse Purcuassrs aND Lessgrs.—Before 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisa 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently ey che 
Reported upon. For terms “pp ply to The Sanitary Engineering Co. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Extablished 
27 yeurs. ‘Telegrams : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 


' minster.—[Apvr. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Dec. 17-—Merars. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp, at the Mart, at2 win, King’s “ross, 
Kentish Towa, and Kensington: Well-secured Leasehold Ground.-rents, amounticg to 
£220 48 1d,, arising out of 78 houses of the estimated ract-rental value of £2,875 per 
anoum; in Five Lots 4olicit.rs, Mesers, Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, London. 
= aavertisemente, this week, back page.) 

8 -—Mesers H. E, ‘Postzr & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2:— 

REVERSIONS: 

To a Moiety of Trust Fund, nes by z Martone Securities, Brewery Stock, 
= oe ees Jady aged 8 icitors, Messrs. James, Mellor, & 
Coleman, 

To One-third of a Trust Estate, lag any by Layee Stock, &c., value 

£3,900 ; lady eged 59. Solicitors, M tts, Lon 

To O1¢-fifth of £6,175, ye or a'by Mortgage arities avd Cash; lady | ey ae 

74. Also to e-fou ited by Colonial 5S: 
e ,940, receivable in the SS event, with the Reversion to Gun town of 
Franck, Yo. Consols value £9,900. Solicitors, Messrs, G. H, King & 
eiss, Po.tsmouth, 
To 24 Sat Geng wegen © hunger funds lady aged 57. Solicitor, 
Devic Bag, Load 


Dav 
POLICIES for £3,000 2250, £10), £300. Solicitors, Messrs. Green, Moberly, 


, Bou’ 
VARIOUS SHARES. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gaszette.—Fripvay, Deo, 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrap in Cuanorry. 
Bevront Moron anv Wacon Oo, Limrep 


London Gazette.—Tuxspax, Dec. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep m Cmaxossr. 


Binuincuam Restaurayt Co, Jenne Ce mf thet on or before Jan 21, to 
send their names the particu’ debts or claims, to Charles 
Richards, Cobden chmbrs, ight & Marshall, Birming- 


ham, solors for liquidator 
Composers AND AurHors Press, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or or tee 3 Jan 22, to 
send names addresses, and the particulars of thuir debts or claims, to Herbert 


Bro 26, Craigrone rd, Blackhea‘ 

Geanam Oxtzy & ~ Rg a for — up, presented Dec 4, directed to be 
heard at the E Roti of a na Des 20, at 9.35 Poilard, 14, 
Nicholas st, Buraley, bo % ta pene i of appearing must reach ths above-sam 


not hater Sie 6 o'ciock tn the Gheemmase of 
Hemsrys, Linitep poem Eg a Dec 26. to send th sir names and 
addresees, with ——— of their deb’ or claims, to George Bowler, Marlion chmbrs, 
North Jobn st, or Kelly, Liver so'or to liquidator 
Ixton Trax axp Russer Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on 
to send in their names addresses, and the particulars of their 
- i Ernst-Champaess, 80, Coleman st. Pepper & Co, Clement's 
‘or liquidator 
Kees, mex, Wand, & Co, Liutrev —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, to rend their 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Robert Ferdiaacd 
Daman, 83, Newhall st, Birmi Herd & Co, Birmiogham, solors for liquidator 
Kisestaxp Mayvuractvuaixe Co, D —Creditoss are reqvired, on or before Jan 19, to» 
send their names and Ren let or claims, to W 
Hewitt, 119, High st, Kingsland 
Tanguan Finance Synpicars, —— required. on or before Jan 12, t> 
send their names a Feo nba atie ce dele, nae 
a ees Walbrook 


Tececearh Manvractuasine me Luarrep—Creditars are are re juired, on or bafore Jan 20, od 
send their names aod addre:s:s, and the particulars of their debts or caims, to 
William H Meunén, 24, North John st, Liverpool 

Ustourep m Caasycery. 

IxstituTion or Gas Eycinsers Ir my are maint on or before Jan 20, to sead 
their mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or c'a'm;, to Andrew 

pe st, West niaster. Radolitfe & Co, Craven st, Unaring Cross, 


Kive’s Anus Morvat Investuent Socrsry—Crotitors are required, on or before Jan 17, 
to send names addreases, wita particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Roscow Ormerod, 15, Dattoa st, Accriogton 








Creditors’ ‘Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 

‘ Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette,—Fuivay, Dec, 5. 
GigLING, no, Oe Dereham, Norfolk, Eeq Jan 6 Tuck y Girliog, Buckley, J 
Cassese, See sam, Little Hulton, Lanes Jan 3 Briggs vy Gundy, Farwal,J Crosse, 

or 
Tvaxes, Joseru, Liverpool, Hotel Proprietor Jan6é Turner vy Turner, Swinfen Eady, J 
Duna, Liverp ol 
London Gazetie,—Turspay, Dec, 2. 


Tuowrsox, —— Shalesmoor. Sheffield Jan 9 Saelgar, Willis, & Co vy Webster and 
Uthers, Byrne, J Webster, Sheffield 





Under 22 & 23 -Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Ciam. 
London Gasetie.—Tusspar, Des. 2. 
Asn, Wicttam, Bath, licensed Victualler Jan 10 


ATFIELD, Cuanuas, Hed 8 Jani pa & Nightiagale, Rsigate 
Buea, Bicnaap, Bush Hill a Jan10 ———- & or n Walthon Abber 
eae Lieut Ganerat Eowaap, 0 B, Barrow on sear, Leiester Jaa i Fer 
& Co, Leicester 
CLARKE, Janz AXx 2 paw Dean & W: Blackpool 
Conex, Jaxs, Tollet at, }-§ + 10 Gilbert & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Cota, ig Uprox, Aston, Warwick, Bicycie Fittings Manafactarer Jan 13 
abnett, Birmi 
Coorsr, ~~; South Shields Deo Si ._ Se South Shie’d: 
Cowarp, Txom cmanp, Lumley st, Oxford st, Coach Builder Dec 31 Howard, 
D ~ denne Ohta Diaton, Wi lta, F Jan 10 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
uxN, Atraep BHADRACH, amer Jan 
" Rebvtas & Uo, Sareea 


Fraxxtox, Evuex, Roping Dee 3! 
GaeRrner, Parcuiriss WILneuarss Careenixe Tuwpesss, Cate, Norfolk Jan 15 
Culley, Norwich 





(In Gx Laqumanee) “Cuiiep ae ired, on 
or befure Jan 16, to send theic names and addresses, s: particulars of their debts 


or claims, t> Alexander Brooke Bryden, 23, Buctlerbury. Bate & Co, row, 
solors for liquidator 

E.uis Anriserric yan Sy eee, Se gee Ye on on ot before 
Jen 17, to sead their nam the particulars of their ta or claims, 


to B Amohlett Whitebouse ¥ ‘oe ois J wu 
aFLex Tunes anp Bxuoineraine oh Limitaep uh deons py ss 
21, to sena their names and oy oS gaan 
Robert Bdwin Smaliey, 9, 
8G o Breas ate, Limitep —Oreditors are required, 
addreases, avd the partiou'ars of their deb 
-y Williams & Oo, The Vestry House, La 
wDes 6. Soutas a Loagden, 8 Old dh for petners. 
46. Muons aden, 8, ‘ewry, 
must resch the above-named not later then 6 o'clock in the aftersoon of Deo 16 
wer Manrirroo, Banirary ee Liutrap—Peta up. 
17, directed to be heard at Suod oe y on Deo 18. Blackbura & » Lowther st, 
Uarlisle, solors for petaer, sous of ick egpeating must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’olzok ia the afternoon of Deo 


Untiairep i Omaxoeny, 
Seors Conpunnow Munwe, Go ~Oreditor tare are require 


en and addressee the partioalars of 
Windeor chmbre, 20, ats St Helens 


Country Patarom or Lancasran, 
Unsi.iirep if Cuanorny, 
Maxonreren Crown Pranannnr py Buivoiwe Bocxry—Peta for L waeltns 
heard at ‘ouse, 


ey hee go bs Stems 1, directed to me p= rs red m A Sanchar Lid sT 
oo! . a] 1) ore, 
1, Princes ‘ haga 


muat roy abo iter thee C otlem & C) 


me beh oak cet tetiege 
or claims, to Clare Smith, 9), Cannon 
pe Founsens it, ovlens to liquidator 


on or before Jan 1 


to send their 
or claima, te Clark, 


@ , Taoxas, Liv Me?ical Practitioner Dee $i Niaid, Liverpool 

Guiaas, Wituian, Stow Norfolk, Publican Dec Si Reed & Wayman, Dowahanm 
Guest, Witwiax, Decl4 Dowson & Wright, Nottiogh um 

Baresa, Wiruas Joax Fish Hawker Jan? Veale, Bristol 
Hearos, ants, Atum Chine, Bournemouth, Rabbder Pedi Inees 


Hicks, Wittiam Baaxss, Monkreaton, Northumberland Dee 1 Denon & Slater, 
Neweastie 


Hircaoock, Jon, Jani Bailey & White, Wiachester 

Hous, Jax, Bath Jan 10 Dyer, Bath 

Bvours, Pat ens ps ag ey Jani 1, Aambaiie G Sawn, L\andulse 
Jaursox, Axx, Gateshead Deo Ryott & Swan. Gatesdesd 

Jamrnson, Ronxar, Getechent” Boost 
Kaynuea, Canoune ‘apearen, Riven, Cheater Fed? Rytasce & Sons, Manchester 
Lancastsa, Witutas, ae, Se 

Moors, Josnen, 
Naweomwa, Sautva, 


Roan, Sir Witiiam, B 
ater, @ananu Bier, 


Tromreox, Java, 
tery patie 
Wurra, 


4 
—- . han RC 











dylan tae Mull, Beethouse Keepor Jan l Austin, Bett 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec, 5, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Rarera, Se Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Dec 3 
wa. i, ~ Mon, Grocer Newport 
Mon Pet Dec 1 m1 Onl Des 
Grocer Rochdale Pet 


Borgrenst Bu 


Caywz. Jonx Gzoncs Bexsamurx, Herne Bay, Fishmonger 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec? 


Cusseay, Cones = Epwarp, Newhaven, Builder Lewes 
Pet 3 Ord Dee 3 
oe Carlisle, Blacksmith Carlisle Pet Dec 


Dossox, ee Middlesbrough Pet Dee 

Eb site him Wi Herxonp Mat.ett Epwarps, 

“a Ropggt Witian 5 tovssse, an, Edmonton, 
Edmonton Dec 1 


Builders 
Evaxs, me, Rees Abergwrat, Collier Aberayon Pet 


Fow Wirz1ax Ta Margate,Greengrocer Canter- 
bury Pet Deo2 Ord Dee 2 
FParaxce, Wr 3 James Lisson grove, Butcher 
High Court Pet Deo 2 Ord Bee 2 
Gatrix, ALEX Seen. Briége Farm, Ford, nr Aylesbury, 
Aylesbury Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 
wr | ~; a Gt Grimaby Pet Dec 1 


Gees. oonee, § Steen, Liem, Fruiterer Lincoln 


Geant Ty tome ag al Metallurgical Chemist 
Wandsworth Pet Oct 20 Ori Des 2 

Hatz, J Mu » Whitacre, Coleshill, Warwic' 
Turner Sirmiogham Pet Dec? Ord Dec 2 ~ 

Homes, Bertzaxv, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 29 Ord 


Nov 29 
Hoo: Wiese, CORRS 00, Sie Destagien, Sen Aguas 
Ed menton Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 1 


Jacxsos. Apyze Harry, 

Sheffield Pet Dec 3 
Jacxsox, Ezea Wiitiam. Kingston 

K upon Hull Pet Nov 29 Ord Sov 29 
James, Cuantzs Tomas CLEwent. a 
Author Rochester Pet Sept 27 

1 

Jervzensox, Feeprezick Lesiiz, Gt Cernard, Sudbury, 

uff ‘olchester Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 


Ord Aug 7 
Jous Sy sey Pewsey, Wilts, Seed Merchant 
Pet Ord Dee 2 


estes nonin ite en. Se 
Court Pet Seyt19 Ord 


Soop, Cuaz.es, a Cheshire, Parmer Stockport 


ag 4 Ord Dec Yoien 

Bozrmsos, Siursox, Birstwith, ar Ripley, Yor 

Farmer York Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec? 

States, Wazersctox, snd Warren care, 
Gaay Mannufactamrs Sheffield Rov 13 

Srastox. Wiitian, Chocten ge Medlock, 
Cashier Manchester Pet Nov 

_— me Leeds, Butcher 


Evrros, Evwix, Crewe, Grocer Crewe Pet Dec3 Ord 


Swaise, Watters. Laisterdyke. Bradfco d, Coal Merchant 
Geadiord Pet Decl Ord Deci 


Tartos, Mant, Weleall, Harness Manufacturer Wa'sall 
PE Nov 29 
7 Taser, Goss Coenen, Cites, Yorks, Butcher Leeds Pet Dec 
a Bristol 


Watasn. Jous a 


Sheffie' 





L 


turer Dee 16 at 11 » 114, orgoraion of Diemloghae 
Cortes, Ernram, j 
Roller Desi7 at8 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 


D. Wis ey) Barking, Essex, Roundabout 
me Dec 12 at 3 Temple chimbrs, Temple av, 
Dz Banzrm, Epwargp Taomas, Ball’s Pond rd, Musical 
Director Dec i6at11 Baukruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Eowanos. Rosser Witt1am, Hesmonp war 
— Rovesrt WIinttam . er jan, 
Dec 16 at 12 Room 91, Temple chmbrs, 


a Dec 18 at 
Perec, Jou ast Pleck, Walsill, Fruiterer Dec 16 


Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Hanson Watrer, Park x carer End, Butcher Dec 


“i “Timber Merchant 


Baron, J eye 
tua Hzyey, Lower | Botl. Kington 
Hire ‘ianer ° Dec 12 at 23) 


sae eruaro, Loot Dec 12 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 


Horacem hg x Dec 12 
Of ee ee he ee 


Me... Wiis Lisndudno, Sreapiets oy at 11.80 
Crypt ch Se aeee row, Chester < * 

Kastessaver, Gzorcte Max. Piahoe, von, Farmer 
Dec 15 at at it Off Rec, Bedford circus, 

EELsatt, Grech ee RD, Burslem, Staffs, Colour Manu- 
facturer Dec 19 at 1° Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 


WABDS, 


ee 


Loxestarr, Bexsamix, Pembroke Ferry, Pembroke Dock, 
Pembroke, Innkeeper and Ferryman Dec 19 at 12.30 
T-mperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Mackey, Tuomas, Kiogston upon Hull, Commented 
— Dec 19 at 11 Of Heo, Trinity House la, 

a! 
——. ALFRED Jatt Caer at st, Tailor Dec 


jorwichsPeblicia Dec 12 ati2 Off 


7] Deo 16 at 11,30 
26, y app, London 
Mircuect, Jouw ApriEsy, Tienietee, Town Porter Dec 
12atZ15 Prince of Wales Hotel, Liandudno 
ame Coneporest. Wa'sall, Grocer Dec 16 at 11.30 
MNorax, Many Axx, Grocer Dee 12 at 3,20 Off Rec, 14, 
Chapel st, Preston 


Owens, Mazy, and Rosser Wittiam Owens, Portsmouth, 
rk Butchers Dec 12 at 8 Off Rec, Cambridge juac, 


Beos & Co, St Mildred’s ct, Accountants Dec 17 
til bidgs, Carey st 
Leicester, Coal Carter Dec 15 
Pickering. 4. fl Dec 12 at 
.45 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Pornren, Joux, Battersea, Builder Dec 12 at 11.30 24, 
Raitway app, London Briige 
Batcurre, Wu.1am, Grocer Dee 12 at 3 Off 


Tuouss, Fruit Merchant Dec 
10 Off Bee, 11 nt Mary’ oF Oucait 


Ro , 8 Birst or Ripley, ¥. 
"Sean scab Dog if at 11,30 Of Bee The Red House, >on 
— Joe, Hare Barwell, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Rec. i, Berridge 
Burra, Jou. ping Greateans Tobecam st Dec 
ersar 8 a moe Wane ven bes teat Dec 16 at 11 Of 
Starrox, Gide, Manchester, Oash'er Dec 
12 at 1130 Off — 


—— 


Manufactarer Dec 12 
Collier Dec 15 at 8 


Bonet, Pam 
Manager Dec 16 st1 terns ei, Yor 


Uaeevs, 
“anducepe Gaagener er, 0 te 
Kirg a, 
Was Meqeastic. Staff My omy Deo 19 
aris mt, Me 
wile ili leat | © 
nds 


a“, 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
eas ds Shefticid, Grocer Sheffield Pet Deo g 


Bao. x Bp Cunounm, lewport, Mon, Gr N 

Moa. ‘Ord Dee 1 an 

Burrerwoerrs. ig Rochda’e, Grocer Rochdale Pe 
Decl Ord Dec 1 


Cans, Jonx Gzeonce Beysaurn, Herne Bay, Fishmonger 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Cones ¥, th Cheltenham Pet Och é On 
Cowss, Witt Blacksmith Carlisle Pe 
Dest Ord Das 


2 
Do » Aw Middlesbro Middlesbrough 
tn Collier Neath = 
AN 
Dee 3 Ord Dec 3 so 


Fows.., Witt1am Tuomas, Margate,Greengrocer Canter. 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec : 53 


Frasca, Wittiuam, Gt James st. Lisson gioys, Butcher 
Fai J Fi, UR Fruiterer Walsall 
EN OHN ‘ruiterer 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 23 


Gatiacuss, Perse, and Josern Gatacuze, St Helem, 
Grocers erpool Pet Novi? Ord Dec 2 

Gatrix, @ucu, Pord, ne Aylesbury, 
Aylesbury Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 8 

Gasys, Gees Gt Grimsby Gt “Grimsby Pet Dee 1 

Govtprxe, Jonas, Gainsborou zh, Lincs, Fruiterer Linoola 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Bes, | Hous, } mee Leeds Leeds Pet Noy 29 On 


ov 
Hopreoo Epwis, Landport. Hints, Greengrocer Portx 
th Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


ALEX Far aer 


Isaac, Groner, Williamstown, Pen 
Pontypridd Pet Nov 29 Ord 

Jaoxsox, Asner Hagey, Sheffield, Draper's Assistant 
Sheffisld Pet Decs Oni Dec 8 


ie w Hall, Tailor 

upon Hull Pet Nov 29 ed Nov ry 

Jeyrenson. Freperick Lesiie, Sudbury, Suffolk Colches 
ter Pet Drc8 Ord Dec 3 


Jaceson, Ezra Wiiiiam, Ki 
Kingston 


foums, Jo Joun, uy Biosteen, Denbigh, Co'lier Wrexham Pet 
Peeters wy — S2ed Merchant 
Pet Dec : ’ Ord Dec ~ 


Peusertox, Jouw Catan, —-. Retford, Notts. Coal 
Merchant’s Traveller Linco! Ord Deol 


tous, Yoon 


ia Pet Dect 
Pravey. Harry, Bewdley, Worcester, ‘Tee 
K:dderminster PetNov 29 Ord Nov 20 


ee <s Boones, Rael, Anglesey, Builder Bangor 
—— Ouautrs, Marple, Cheshire, Farmer Stockport 
Roi oe ae Birstwith. Ripl Yorks, 
B Lag ur ey, 
Parmer York ' Pet. 2 Ord Dec 2 - 
Suxz.von, Gzores ja, Cer. aveneiine Wes: Brom- 
wich PetJuly4 Ord July 1 
Sraxtrox, Wiit14m, Choriton 4 Medlock, Manchester 
Maaochestsr Pet Nov.25 Ord Dec 2 
Wenge, Seen, 525m, Butcher Leeds Pet Dec2 Onl 
way tt Epwix, Crewe, Grocer Crewe Pet Dec 3 Ont 
Swarm “Wane Laisterd 4 Coal Merchant 
1 _ 7 vke, lord, 


Decl Ord Dec 
— bry Otley, Yorks, Butcher Leeds Pet De 
Gexthorpe. nr > ene Black- 


Dee 8 
Waseey Ome ae eg 
7 Ww. .? te ; Om Tal Tslingto Butche' 
vet. Wittiam Josspu, per n, Butcher 
High Court Pet yi Cope a / 


Yzavon. Simeon, Poole, nr O Gomi Agent 
Leois Por Dec? Ord Dest” 


London Gasetie.—Tunsvay, Dec 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
T bf » D 
Apans 'HOMAS we 7 po Wesseston raper 
ALLEN, | Car- 
m 
Asquits, , wy Hupsow, haem, Ourrier’s Labourer 
Leeds Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 
Bist, Gouge, Eas |, Circus Proprietor Preston Pet 
ec 
Bowxes, Wa.tzz Tuomas, "Bra Det 
— Ashton Pees pee Ds Pet Dec an Beet 
Bainvie, Wavrzs, peat Boot Desler Dar@en 
Dec’ Ord Dec 6 
Bunow, Faepesick Wruiiam. Dover, Stonemasa 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dect 


Buriix, Aryazp, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leloete 
Pet Decé Ord Dec 6 


Cuanxvien, Paawx, Boestoc, Notts, Auctioneer Nottingham 
Pot Deo& Ord Deo 5” 

Constance, Bowaso Hanzy, Windwor, Baker Windsor 
Pet Dec Dec 8 

om Hay Dealer Coventry Pet De 

Ousmivousam Bopsar Faancis, Torrington sq, Binget 
Higa Court Pet Deeb Ord Deo " 

Davies, Ropert Jonun, Wilden Hereford, 
Labourer lores, 5 

obs ah +h fan rd, Hosier High Court Pa 


Brentford Pet Nov 12 Om 
wie, Se EET 


* Ord Deo 6 High 
CN ond Dee? 















lisle Pet 
ugh Pet 
feath ~Pe 









r Canter. 
» Butcher 
r Walsall 
= 
» Farmer 
Pet Dec 1 
er Lincola 

29 On 
er Port» 

Rochester 
» Labourar 

Assist int 
all, Tailor 
sacha 
xhaw Pet 
| Merchant 





















lotts. Coal 
Ord Deol 
Merchant 





































ey, Yorks, 
Fes: Brom- 
Manchester 
Dec2 Oni 
dec 3 Onl 
| Merchant 
ls Pet Deo 
ter, Black- 
1, Butcher 


ion Agent 
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zs Surru, Clements, em, Bricklayer 
a poy Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
ensy Witiasm. Baril 


@ezen Faeperick ABgaM, 
Soutbampton Pet Dec5 Ord 
Basan Samurt Hezoizy, Leeds ‘tests Pet Dec 5 


Havarp, Bexsamix, Oa: Licensed Victualler Car- 
warthen Pet Dec 4 Dec 4 

Hut, Fraxcis Roseat, Tooting junc Wandsworth Pet 
Bept23 Ord Dec 4 


Hrrozines, Wittiam Hewey, and Francis Henny Owen. 
oy Manufacturers Bristol Pet Nov 12 
Or y 


1x8, Witt1am Grores, patharten, Norf: Farm 

wage Toe Norwich Pet Deo 6 tees ™ 
zs, Epwakp Marx, St Quintin av, N --¢ 

Jorvook Canvasser High Court Pet Bept 10. Ord Nov 28 

Jonzs, Ropert Luioyp, and Wit11am Jonnxn Jonzs, 
Penmaeomawr, Carnarvon, Butchers Bangor Pet 
-¢ i 4, - prepa 
8, cw en, t 

Jom14" Ord Deo 4 cand 

Kre, Hensent, Teddington, | ~~) wee t Kingston, 

“paney Pet Oct 28 Ord De - 

Molxtoss, Davip, Goeforth, Sestemheriont, Drapes 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Nov20 Ord Dee 4 

MansHa.t, THomas Wiruiam, . Bradford, Tinner 
Bredtord Pet Dec 4 Ord De 

nes 7 FrEperiox, Bolton, Builder Bolton Pet Dec4 


Sages Deen, Te wiatteten, Builders Kingston, Surrey 


Fmmons, Josepx Benjamin, Bridgewater sq, Barbican, 
ey Feather Manufacturer High Gout Pet Dec 4 


Dec 4 
Srexoen, ArTuur, Guilford st, Boarding house Keeper 
High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 4 
a CHaBLEs ‘} ry Brad ord, Draper Brad- 


8r gon > B oat, Carriage Build 
ONHAM, ARLES Joux, Bra er 
Bradford Pet Vec4 Ord Dec 


SwassRick, Henry, Walton le ¢ Da, nr Preston, Builder 
Preston Pet Nov24 Ord Dec 4 


ar bey Nerzson, St Quintin av, — Kensing- 


. g 4 wes Pet Nov it — o 
ICKER! oad RADFORD, Des r oi Saddler 
za Comt eee Dec's 5 ; J 


Dec5 
Wore B st, Advertising Agent High 
Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Dec 4 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 28 : 


Jews, Witt14m, Knowle, Warwick, Grocer Birmiogham 
acai Ord Nov 26 Bhyl, 

WELL, Epwin —,_ Grocer Dudle 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov po J 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asquits, Harotp Hupsow, Leeds, Uurricr’s Labourer Dec 
16at11380 Off Rc, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Barker, Vittiam, Moseley, Worcester. ae Agent 
Dec 17 at 12 174, Forperation st, Birmiogha: 

Bisixt, Bomzo B Circus Proprietor Dee: 16 at ll 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st t, Preston 

Bowxkes, Weston Toonan, Hyde, a, Ne es 
Eneraver Dec 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, st, 

an 

Cant, Jonxn Gzoncz Bensamin, Herne Bay, Fishmonger 
ec 18 at 9 Off Reo, 68, Veatle st, Canterbury 

Cuarmay, Groner Epwarp, igh st, Newhaven, Builder 
ae 1eat 2.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighwa 

Stewart Arrsvur, Chippenham, Wilts, utfitter 

a i7 at 11.80 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Cooxs, Joszrn, BLL oe "Dealer Deciléati2 Off 
lee, 17, Hertford et, Ooveo 

Ounnvemam RoBert Feapom, Tertington aq, Singer Deco 
19ati2 B nkruptcy bidgs, Care Baad 

a (#ray s inn rd, Hosier Dec 18 at 11 

tey dldgs, Carey st 

Dorr, Jean! ad een, Som ee Agent Dec 18 at 12 

bankcuptey 


Fowgi,, WittiaM ous Greengrocer Dec 18 

stv.30 Off Rec, 68 Cast) argu, Cante bury 
@utiver, WittiaM James Moseley, Worcester, Solicitors 
Ulerk Deoifatil 174, ere Birmingham 
Gazexriztp, Rossrt, jun, Leaming Warwick, 
Viorwst Deo 16 at 11 Off Bee ii 17, Hertford at, 
Deo 


Hvours, » St Asaph, Fiints, BSaddl 
vet at ib Of Rec, Orypt Pm. Rastge’ row, 


ter 
Hont, Aurazp Pzroy Arcupap, Sou 


Coven 


Bloctriosl 
—— Dec 17 at ¥ Off Reo, ictoria st, 
ver, 
Jackson, Ezra Wiiuiam, ston worn Tailor Deo 
at 11.80 Off eo, Trini ~——> = 
Jarrensox, Freperick Lxsuis ard, Sudbury, 


01 Leo 16 at lue5d = aston Hotel, Liver. 


Saves, 2 Wituiam Kaowle, Warwick, Grocer Deo 19 at 
li 174, Co: poration st, Birminghem 


Leax, Cuantes Watroap, Kiddermwester, Boot Maker 
Dec 17 at 11 Uff Reo, 19, Wol at, Dudle: 
ALL, Tuomas Wriisam Boole Deo i 


atii.80 Off seo, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Lys, Faspeaicx, Bolton, Builder Dees at 3 19, 
Bachenge st, Buiton 
Mona, Joszrn, South Shields Deo 16 a6 11.80 Off Reo, 
4, Mosley at, Newoastle on Tyre 





Oatway, Jonn Patmen, and Wiitiam Patmsr Oatway, 
Little Marston Farm. Marston egg Somerset, 
Farmers ons 16at 180 Mermaid Hotel, ¥ 


Pa. gaen house, Publican Dec 17 at 8 Off 
ove Hall shanbre, Balifax 
ee. ‘Bur, cester, Tea Merchant 


Wor 
Uec 17 at 12 "Off Bec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudiey 
Roserts, Rosert, Holyhead, Builder Dec 17 a 12 Off 
Ree, Crypt chmbra, Eastgate row, Ch 


‘O8EPH , Bridgewater eq, Barbicac, 
we PS ty ot A Dec 18 at 11 Bank- 
be 


ruptey Carey at 
" Norwich, Stock Broker Dec 16 et 3 
Suits. Be ae ating ot, 


erences RE Suadtora et, Sieeting Bee : Keeper 

’ ' 

SrzpHensos, CHARLES, Draper Dec 19 at 11 
Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 





SYSTEM OF 
, ae 

































MERRY WEATHERS’ 


Om Exore anp Hatrizup Pump. oa 


WATER SUPPLY 
to ESTATES, &c. 


Reports Prepared, 
_ Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed. 








Write for Faspaene. 


On up-to-date Principles. 





ELECTRIC LIGHTING 


on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 





MERRYW 





68, LONG ACRE, LONDON, W.C. 
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LimireD, 
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Raurerence, Starauants or Cuam, Axsweas, &0., &0. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
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and all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 
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Srzewarp, Apa Mary, Gt Mierend: n, Bucks, Spinster Dec 

16 at 12 1, 8t aldate’s: Oxfor’ 

Stosnam, (uaries Jonny, Bradford, -Cotiom I Builder Dec 
18 at ll Off Rec. 31, Manor row, B: 
Tapuay, Henpert Exvest, Kingston upon Hull, Tobacco- 
nist Dec16at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Bull 
Tempest, Otley, Yorks, Butcher Dec 17 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, Park row. Leeds 

Tuomas, RrcHanp Jzzemuy, Aberdare, Draper Dec 16 at 
280 185, Fighst, Merthyr Tydfil 

TvucKER, Gronce Nerson % Aare av, North Kensing- 
tom Dec 19 at11 Benkruptcy bldgs, Carey et 

Vaveuax. Tuomas, Bristol, Watch Material Dealer 
Dec 17 at 12 Off Rec 26 Baldwin at, Bristol 

Vickers, ne Baaprorp, Wightman rd, Hornsey, Saddler 
Dee 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Warxison Joun, Preston, Lancs, China Dealer Dec 16 
2t 10.30 Off Ree, 14 Chapel st, Pre:ton 


Waicar, Wirt1am Rovert, Hendsworth Stsffs, Manager | 


Dec 18 at tl 174, Uorporation st, Birmingham 
Wuirtxey. R W G, Fleet at, Adve 
12 Bankruptes bldgs, Carey st 
Wrxine, Jonx, Bergoed, Gl-m, General Dealer Dec 17 
atl2 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
bs ta Rozskr, P.n-y Cae, Dyserth, Flint Dec 17 at 
230 Off Keo, Crypt chmbra, Wastgate row, Theater 
Guan Simzon, Poo:, nr Otley, Yorks, Commission Agent 
Dec 16 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDIOATIONES, 


Autes, Exyest Sura, Contigen, Photographer Carmar- 
then Pet Bec4 Ord Dec 

AsquitH, Hanotp Hupsox, Currier’s Labcurer 
Leeds Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec3 

Besyer, Joux, Sparkbil), bitsy ey Commercial Traveller 
birmioghsam Pet Nov 14 Ord Dee 5 

Bowxes. Waiter Tuomas Hyae, Chest+r, Copper Roiler 
Engraver Ashton under Lyne Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Barspi.z, Waiter Darwen, Boot Dealer Darwen Pet 
Deeé@ Ord D-c6 

Burers, Frepericxk Wiitiam, Dover, Stonemason Canter- 
bury Pet Lec5 O:d Dec 


BUTLIN, ALFRED. ‘Th Boot Manufacturer Leicester | 
Pet Decs Ord Dec 

Cuanvirnr, Franc, B- esto, Notts, Auctioneer Nottingham | 
Pet Dee5 Ord Dee 

Cuapmay, GroncE rcan Newhaven, Builder Lewes | 
Pet Dee3 Ord Dec5 


vertising Agent Deo iss | 


CoxsTasLe, Epwarp Harry, Windsor, Baker Windso* 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 5 

CussincHam, Ropert Francis, aaa eq, Sioger 
Bigh Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 

Deane Saumur. Gray’sine rd, ter Outfitter High 
Court Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Dixspatz, Jouy. 8 oy Du- + ae Commission Agent 
Durham Pet Ord Dec 

Dureant JAMES om 8t Clement's, Norfolk, Brick ayez 
Kiog’s Lynn Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Dvuaryaty, Wittram Peres. Reading, Consulting Engineer 
High Couct Pet Aug 22 Ord Dec4 

Fox Jouy Henry Witiiam Earl oeam, Leicester, Groom 
Leicester Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 

Garren, Freoeriok ABRaM, sronxodlal Insurance Agent 

Southampton Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

| Hatz, Joun Mason, Whitacre, Coleshill, Warwick, Farmer 

Birmicgha a Fet Dec2 Ord Decé 





Harcreaves, Samus, Hepiry, Lezds Leeds Pet Dec 5 
Ord Des 5 
| Havarp, Bexssamix, Cardiga», Licens:d Victualler 


Carmarthen Pet Daca Ord Dec 4 

| Hucerss, Witt1am Gsorer, “u'barton, ee Fara | 
Laborrer Norwich Pet Dec8 O:d 

Jewett, Wit1i1am, Knowle, Warwick, Sat Pies | 
Pet Nov5 Ord Dec6é 

Kastenpaver, Georct Max, Pinhoe, Devon, 
Exeter Pet Nov29 Ord Dec 6 

Kerrie, Jonny. Bourne, Lincs, Farmer Peterborough Pet 
Dee 2 O-d Dec 5 

Kimpeevey, Joun, Fer-y Barr, Staffs, Fruit Dealer Bir- 
mingheam Pet Nov29 O:d Dec5 

McHven Jonny Tuomas, South Shields, Grocer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Oct:9 Ord Dee 8 

ManrsHaALL, THcmas WiLtiaM, Bradford, Tianer Bradfo.d 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

se Feeperick, Bolton, Builder Pet Dec 4 Ord 


Farmer 


Pircurorp, Atrgep, Newport, Sslop, Shopkeeper Stafford 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec8 
Raise, Jouy, Winéderm- ew Westmorlard, Caterer Kendal 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 
Roser Joun Ba hang Essex, Grocer Chelms- 
High 





ford Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 
| Scuirr, Joszra, Fore at, A Manufacturer 
Court Pet Nov19 Ord Dec4 


SmiTe Jonw Wiui1t1am Grantham, Tobacconist Notting 
pam Pet Nuv6 0.d Dec 4 
Srerpnenson, Caagies Witwiam, 
Bradford Pet Dec4 O:d Dec 4 
Sronuam, CHarLes Joan, passes, Carriage Builder 
Bradford Pct Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Vickers, Joun Braprorp, bg = 4 = Hornsey, Saddler 
Bigh Court Pes Dec5 Ord De 

Watiry, Tsomas Hesgpeer. a mr Stone, Staffe, 
Licens:d Victualler Stafford Pet Nov Ord Dec8 


Bradford, Draper 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
SoxicrroRs’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SoLicirors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in 
post-free (53 No3. 1902-3). 
JOURNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 288. 6d. ; 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in 


6d. ; 


Wrapper, 538., 


SoLrcrrors’ 


Foreign, 31s. 
Wrapper, 26s. Country or Foreign, 


28s. 6d. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 








PARTRNE-<OOPER 





THE “ ROYAL COURTS” BRIEF CARRIER. 
Price 18/6. 


Nut Brown, Bag Hide, three gusseted pockets, 
Bize 16fin. by Zin. 


Illustrated pmrnan Post Free. 








191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


‘PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
| 49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlementa 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied 


BRAND & CO.'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from 1 tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers, 
BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., 





* Sptvais 











WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 





S PATENT HYGIENIC 


YPHON” 
TOVES. 


KO FLUE REQUIRED, 


SYPHON STOVES 


NO SMOKE. NO SwELt 





NO DIRT OR TROUBLE. 


Supplied to H.M. The King. 

. Of all Ironmongers, Stores, and Gas 
Co.’s, or of S. € k & Co., ae 
Compton Wo cha Thighbu ry, 

Sbowrooms: 58, Holborn Viaduct 2, c. 

















N ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 
pA (in connection with Trains and ’Buses from all 
parts). 

Open at 9am, 

PORTRAIT MODELS of 
HIS MaJESTY KING EDWARD VIL, 

HER MAJESTY QUEEN ALEX 4NDRA, 
and otber MEMBERS of tne Ay FAMILY, &c,, &, 


CORONATION CELEGRITIES 
CORONATION OSLEBRITIES! 


Admission, 1*.; Children under 12,64. Extra Rooms, 64. 
MADAME TUS3AUD'S KXEIBITION. 











Qa CC 


exe re EVALUATIONS | 


—— Members of the LEGAL fk ly 
requested ta kindly Reoom- 


are respeciiaully 
mend eur Firm ta Exeoutors and 
requiring Valuations. 


others 


_OPINK & Soh 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 


LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 


1772.! 
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